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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

STATEMENTS OF ALLEN W. DULLES, DIRECTOR; L. K. WHITE,
. DEPUTY DIRECTOR; NORMAN §. PAUL, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL;
STAT I | CHIEF, BUILDING PLANNING STAFF, AND E. E.
SAUNDERS, COMPTROLLER, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY;
F. S. POORMAN, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, AND CHARLES PALMER,
CHIEF ESTIMATOR, PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE, GENERAL
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; MAX ABRAMOVITZ, MICHAEL
RAPUANO, AND T. J. CRAPSTER, ARCHITECTS

JUSTIFICATION

Chairman Haypex. Next we have the Central Intelligence Agency
and the justification will be inserted in the record at this point.
(The justitication referred to follows:)

“CONSTRUCTION

“For the preparation of detail plans and specifications and the construction of
a Central Intelligence Agency headquarters installation and for other purposes
as authorized by title IV of the Act of July 15, 1955 [ (Public Law 161)] (69
Stat. 349) to.remain available until expended, L$5.500,0003 $49,000,000." :

ConsTrRUCTION, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY -

v e -

. Program and financing
1955 actual | 1956 cstimate | 1957 estimate
Program by activities:

! 1. Design, specifications, and supervision. .. ._____________{.__________.__ $1, 785, 000 $184, Q0O
. 2. Construetion....._______._________ IR 23, 000 42, 320, 000
8. Roads.o. LI e 8, 774, 410
TotaYebligations.__._.____________ e 1,808, 000 - 49, 278,410

1 Financing:
B Unobligated balance carvied forward__._._.. ... .| 3, 692, 000 3, 413, 580
Unobligated balance brought forward_____ .. __ -~ TimTTTmmmemn R S -3, 692, 000
Appropristlon. . ..o e 5, 500, 000 49, 000; D00
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Obligations by objects

Object classification 1055 actual | 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate

' CENTEAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

T ey eyt LA IR $8, 000 |.2neetoomaann -
T ATLOGATION TO GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
B AN s R 500 $4, 000
06 Printing and reproduction. ..o 40,000
Qf - Other contractual servieos. 1,784, 500 180, 000
1f, Lands and structures - oo 15, 000 42, 280, 000
;- Total, General Services Administration... ... e 1,800.000 | - 42, 504, 000
ALTOEERION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Total number of permanent positions. .. ... ... ._ 10
Average number of all employees. .. 9.5
Number of employecs at end of year. . coooaoioiiooos 10
Avergage selarics and grades:
. :General schedule-grades:
AVerage Salary oo iciiemmc e mmecae | e e $6, 223
AVETAZE BrAG0 - - - oo eecm e e e e e mmm e o | m e [ e G5-10.0
Personal services (pormanent positions) $59, 00
TrAVEL o e 8
Communication serviees. .. .....o.....-..._ - 400
Rents and ubilities. - o[ amem e e 2,000
, Printing and reprodu ROV FNOH TS PSR .3, 000
Other poRtractilal SOrvICas oo oo e 27,230
Siipplies and materials .. oo o oo e 1,000
;Egunipment__ ... LSRR SU PSR (U Uy FPLyRyS R 300 .
. 10 <Land and struchures ... .coovaaooooooo- - 6, 277, 000
15 Maxes and as8e8SMeNES_ . oo o oo ocimmmcccmemmmmme o m e e o oo m e 100
Total, Department of the Interior . . oo oo e oo maas 6, 370, 830
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE .
Total number of permanent PoSHIONS . . e e 46
Average numbor of all employces__.....- 43.7
Nimber of employeos at end of year 46

Ax’érhgo s-:alar—ies and grades:
_ General schedulo grades: :
AVErage BAIATY oo oo ccmmmmeme s mm o mmmemem e $5, 401

" Average gradc G§-8.7
Poersonsl services (permanent positions) $240, 000

- TEAVE] o g v oo : , 000
04 Communication services. 1,600
05 Rents and ufllities ... 9, 000
06 > Printing and reproduction.._.... 12, 000
07 Other contractual services. ... 132, 580
08 : Supplies and materials._.....__. , 000
89 Equipment. ... oooeeonoooan 1,000
15" Taxes and a88eSSMeNTS. .o« ooooomooommmcooaooao e . 400
Total, Department of COMMEres . - oo cwommmmome]occmmcm o mcms|ommme oo 403, 580

Total obligations 1, 808, 000 49, 278, 410
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“

! o © " Detail of persondl services R

1957 estimate

19565 actual {1956 estimato
Num-| Total
| ber | salary::

2

_ ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Field: .. . L
Crenieratl sehedule grades: . o
Y (38-12. Ratige $7,570 to $8,645: ] s

“BLE, 140

. - Landseape architect. - 2
i i 2 15, 1400
3|12,
. . 1 G, 3HF
G8-1. Range $5,440 to $6,250: Lt
. Landscape architeet. ... 1 5, 440,
- G8-5, Rangce $3,670 to $4,480 ___ o2 7,{34'0;
_ Fotal permanent, field. ... . __ . ..l ... 62, 230
Deduet Tapsges,____________ ... SRR -[8) 320
oL Personalseyvices, Department of Interlor. ... FETT ISR R S N . X ) i)

" ALLOEATION O DEPARTMENT OF cOMMERCE
Yield:
Qeneral schedule grades:
. G8-13. Range $8,900 to $10,065:

Bridge engineer_____ .. _________. 1 8
Co Engineer.___.._.__ ... ____._ ... i ’

.- .G8-12. Range $7,570 to $8,645: Ty
Bridge engineer___. o ..o 3 22, 71y
N Engineer. T __TTTTTTTTITTTTTTTT 1 7,570,
. Supervisory engineer. ... 1T I T 1 © 7,510

. (38~11. Range $6,390 to $7,465: - s
Bridge engineer. ... _____ .. _______.._______.__ 2 12, 780,
Engincer ________________ 7T 2 12, 780
. Supervisory ehgineer.__ o _TTTTTTTTTTTTN [ 6, 390
G8-9, Range $5,440 to $6,250: . N e
Bridge.engineor. ... ... 21 10,880,
Eigincer. . _____________ 7" 17 | 92,480
© . Administrative assistant. . O
GS-7:" Range $4,525 to $5,335. 6 27,150,
G8-5. Rango $3,670 1o $4,480_ . 6. 22, ,028.
GB-4. Rango $3,415 to $3,840_ 77T 2 | 6,830,
. - ‘Total, permanent, Seld..oo.._ ... .. - 46 232; 680y,
Deduet lapses. ... ITIITIITTTTTTTTmn R IR 2.3 | 12 §8o,
01 Personal serviecs, Department of Commereo. .\ .~ 43.7 | 240500k

JUSTIFICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAT APPROPRIATION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A BUILDING
FOR TILE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENOY oA

Prior developments . . .

For several years the Central Intelligence Agency, in cooperation with the Gen='
eral Services Administration, has been seeking to provide a central headquarters
building to accommodate its personnel presently housed in 34 buildings, widely
scatteréd throughout the city of Washington. More than o year ago, hased ypoi
the determination that there was no existing permanent structure adequate o -
saitable.to ageney needs, anthorization was requested to construct a permanent.:
office building.in or near the Distriet of Columbia to house Agency personnel sta--
tioned in the Washington area. Bk

The Congress recognized the Agency’s need for a headquarters building by au- -

: thorizing (69 Stat. 349) $46 million for its construction (together with. $8.5..
million for the extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway from its
present terminus at Spout Run to o point near Langley in Fairfax County, Va., it
the Agency Hually selected the Bureau of Public Roads property as the building
site).
The Congress initially appropriated (69 Stat. 453) $5.5 million, with the un-
derstanding, as communicated to the Agency, that $3 million of this sum was for
the preparation of detailed plans and specifications for the headquarters i
stallation, and $2.5 million for acquiring right-of-way and initiating’ constructior:’
of thé parkway. o
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At the time this appropriation was considered, the Congress expressed a wish
that the Agency restudy carefully the site location of such a building. To meet
tiis reuest the Agency engaged Clarke ard Rapuano, a firm of consulting engi-
neers and landseape architects of outstanding reputation in this field, to. survey
o1 the available sites and recommend the one best suited for the Agency’s pur-
page: - Their study resulted in a strong recommendation of a portion of the
praper_l:&prgsently occupied by the Bureau of Public Roads at Langley, Va. The -
Ageney-approved this recommendation and, as required by law, proposed it for
consideration by the National Capital Planning Commission, .
The National Capital Regional Planning Council and the National Capital
Planning Commission approved this recommendation on December 5, 1955, and
February 3, 1956, respectively. Accordingly, the Agency is proceeding in coordi-
nation with the General Services Administration to take all steps necessary to
construct a building at the Langley site as rapidly as possible. In coordination
with the Public Buildings Service, an architect-engineer contract has been nego-
tiated with the firm of Harrison & Abramovitz. The architects have prepared
schematic and diagrammatic drawings of the proposed headquarters installation
together with supporting architectural and engineering information, and the
Public Buildings Service has prepared the cost analysis and estimate on which
this. supplemental request is based. We have, therefore, completed the pre-
limjnary planning and are ready now to enter the definitive portion of the project.
- The congressional authorization of $46 million was less than the $50,840,000
originally estimated by the Public Buildings Service to be the sum necessary to
construct an office building of sufficient size to accommodate the headquarters of
the Ageney. Since the previous estimate was prepared by the Public Buildings
Service, March 28, 1955, the Engineering News Record building cost index has
increased by 5.72 percent, and the trend continues upward. Current estimates
prepared by the Public Buildings Service, with the concurrence of Harrigon &
Abramovitz, indicate that it would be impossible to construct a suitable office
building of adequate size to accommodate the entire headquarters within the
present authorization. These current estimates indicate that $55,980,000 would
be required for relatively austere construction and site development. Under
the present authorization, a reduction from original plans of 300,000 square feet
of net useable space would be required in the building. However, the building
ptoposed will provide space for all of our employees who are now housed in
temporary buildings, thus permitting the evacuation of that space so that its
demolition will be possible in accordance with Government plans for urban
renewal in the District of Columbia, and as required by the Act authorizing the
building. The total number of buildings occupied by the Agency will be consid-
erably reduced, with resultant benefits. Delay, in addition to perpetuating
excessive operating costs, may occasion an appreciable further increase in con-
struction costs, thereby further reducing the space that can be provided with the
funds available.
In considering the nature of the installation, a complete survey was made with
the architert-engineer of the special requirements of the Central Intelligence
Azency. The unusual security needs of this Agency make mandatory a compart-
mentation of personnel greatly in excess of that normally required in Govern-
ment or private office buildings. Special arrangements must be made for secure
handling in storage and transmission of large amounts of classified material.
Provision must be made for the installation and effective use of special electronic

" eanipment used in the analvsis of intelligence data. TFinally, the Agency desires
"% building which, while without frills, will provide a working atmosphere for its
emplovees which will be nleasant and conducive to maximum production. Con-
sldering all of these factors, as well as the physical characteristics of the site,
the firm of Harrison & Abramovitz has recommended a building consisting of
block-tyne wings as mo=t satisfactorily meeting all the special and unusual
requirements of the Agency.

Security factors in the new building

‘Located on a 125-acre tract forming an inconspicuous part of a larger 7H0-
aére Government reservation, the Langley site was chosen as the one location,
among many sites inspected in detail, most adequate for safeguarding the security
of CIA’s operations and for conducting these operations with the greatest
measure of economy and efficiency consistent with security consideration, This
site, with its isolation, topography, and heavy forestation, permits both eco-
nomiecal construction and an added measure of security safeguards. It is effi-
ciently located with respeet to overcoming rush-lhour traffic conditions, and it
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permits rapid access. to the White House, the National Security Council, and the
State -and Defense Departments, with which the bulk of CIA day-to-day coordi-
nation activities are concerned. : . : FEE

The.general arrangement and layout of the office space in thé new building
have been designed with security considerations primarily in mind. The new
building will consist of block-type wings, readily compartmented from one an-

. other, so that specially restricted areas can be.established and special security
controlg maintained in each section, with a degree of flexibility not otherwise
practicable. In this building pattern, certain types of services common to the
entire Agency will also be housed in separately enclosed sections, but near the
center of the building, conveniently available to all points in the building. Still
other activities will be set aside in special controlled areas for receiving appli-
cants, trainees, contacts, and other categories of visitors:

The proposed construction will permit a number of special facilities to be
installed, protected, and maintained in separate sections of the building. Many
of these special facitities will be simply reinstalled from their present scattered
locations into the new building; others will represent special communication,
storage, and protective devices that will be built into the building in the course
of construction. s

Heonomy and efficiency factors in the new building

While security considerations have dominated the general design and tech-
nical details of the new building, there are also many economies that will result
{from housing the Agency in a single, efficiently planned installation. The
estimated savings outlined last year to the Congress by CIA have been recom-
puted in recent dayvs, in the light of the experience of the past 12 months, and
have been found again to be as valid as before, with slight variations up or
down on patticular items. The present high cost of guard forces, reception
staffs, shuttle-hus operation and use, and interbuilding couriers will be sub-
stantially reduced. Teletype and telephone mileage charges, building service
officers, rents, alteration, and moving costs are other elements of expense that
will be drastically reduced or eliminated altogether. 'Time lost in shuttling
between buildings will be eliminated with a saving of over $600,000 annually,
aside from the saving in bus operation and maintenance. There will be increased
efficiency in the processing of intelligence information not readily measurable in
monetary terms.

In addition, the generally austere architectural design of the proposed build-
ing assures a further measure of savings which would not be possible if the
new building were located in the heart of the Nation’s Capital, where there are
special artistic demands for expensive, monumental-type public buildings with
ornamental embellishments. The long experience and outstanding reputation
of the firm of Harrison & Abramovitz in the design of large office buildings pro-
vide an assurance of good design and sound construction,

Obligations

The estimated obligations during fiscal year 1956 have becn substantially de-
creased from the amounts shown in budget document, due to the delays incident
to the selection of a site.

Urgency

Sinee last July, when the Congress authorized a new headquarters building
for CIA, the progress toward the realization of a secure and economical build-
jng has been steady and continuous, in virtually all aspects of the necessarily
complicated preliminary planning required.

We cannot proceed much further, however, unless additional funds are avail-
able for obligation. Not until the building is completed can the Agency vacate
temporary structures, which would permit their demolition. Even while the
architect is completing detailed plans, we can proceed with necessary preliminary
activity—if the funds are available., This will be a congtruction project of con-
siderable magnitude. Trovisions must be made for adequate access to the site;
for parking facilities for the several thousand construction workers who will
be involved : for preparation of the site to allow the construction of foundations
and to provide stockpile areas for construction materials. Additional right-
of-way must be acquired for the extension of the George Washington Memorial
Parkway, and its extension must be commenced so that it will provide access
to the site. The net result of taking these steps would be to bring that much
closer the day when the building will finally be ready for occupancy. In view
of all the security advantages and the savings in money, manpower, and oper-
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ating efilciency resulting from completion of this project, every day lost in
breaking ground -and proceeding with construction is a costly one.

The urgency that funds be immediately available for obligation cannot be
overemphasized. . e

It is therefore requested that the Congress appropriate $49 million, constitut-
ing the balance of the funds bresently authorized, in order that the eonstruction
may proceed without interruption. N

HEADQUARTERS BUILDING, CENTRAT, INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, LANGLEY, VaA.

Xew building, $46 miltion

Building : Consisting of block-type wings and cafeteria; 2 wings, basement,
ground, and 5 stories ; other wings, ground, and 5 stories ; cafeteria, ground, and
1 story; auditorium, 1 story. All wings to have mechanical penthouses as re-
quired. Construction, reinforced concrete and spread footings; exterior, face
brick and concrete, stone trim at main entrance only ; projected steel sash with
DSA glass, no screens, Ceilings, generally, suspended acoustic plaster ; fixed
partitions for corridors, concrete masonry units; finish, plaster on masonry units
and painted masonry units; air conditioning, all weather; lighting, surface
mounted fluorescent fixtures: .asphalt tile floor generally; movable partitions,
wire stud with gypsum lath and plaster. Laboratory areas include no furniture
and equipment.

Total cross areas, exclusive of boiler plant (square feet). .__________ 1, 845, 000
Volume : Approximately (cubie feet) e 24, 200, 000
Net aren: Square feet
Agency space_. e 1, 135, 000
Cafeteria ___ - e [ R 55, 000
Custodial, ete__ —— — [ 45, 000 -
Total_______ ——— e 1, 235, 000
Hstimate
Building construction, including air conditioning _________________ $34, 405, 000
Elevators _______ I e - - 1,500, 000
Subtotal _____________________ - 35, 905, 000
Boiler and air conditioning plant_____ - - 1, 800, 600
Mechanical distribution_._______ - — 200, 000
Outside utilities, water tank, and fire lines___ - 255, 000
Special requirements . - 1,285, 000
Emergency generator. — - 500, 000
Roads, parking, and-site development _— 1, 635, 000
Reservations ______ - - _— 228, 000
Contingencies. _ _____________________ _— - = 1,692, 000
General expenses :
Drawings and specifications______ - —— - 2,040,000
Swpervision ____________ . __________________ T 360, 000
Office expense. - — _— 100, 000
Subtotal ____ . ________________ ——— 2,500,000
Total estimated cost _— _— e 46, 000, 000
Special requirements
Robertson floor system, in part — S $150, 000
Pneumatic tube_________________ _— ——— 350, 000
Nitrate filin stovage______________ ———— - - — 35, 000
ADT system__ . 200, 000
Aunditoriom____________________ —— ——— 150, 000
Laboratory space. __.________ ________________ o 200, 000
Radio and mierowave antennas.._________________________________ 50, 000
3 incinerators and chute (security).__ - - —— 105, 000
Private elevator— ... ____________ ———— — 45, 000 :
Total e 1, 285, 000 =
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SHLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 725

Estimated cost of the extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway
- from its present terminus to the gite of the OIA Bldg. near Ltmgley,_ Va.

G{mding £2- to 40-foot roadways) :

... Spout’Run t¢ Chaln Bridge (2.7 miles) X $1, 230, 500
- Chain Bridge to Langley (3.5 miles) oo . 1,528,000
Total grading .o e 2, 758, 500
Structures: :
Spout Run Bridge, bigh level ________________ ________________ 402, 300
Spout Run Bridge, low level __ R ———— 86, 300
Windy Run Bridge___.. - - 46, 000
Donaldson Run DBridge - _— e 574, 700
Gulf Branch Bridge.. o ______ - - 517, 200
Glebe Road Overpass [ — e 459, 800
Pimmit Run Bridge. e 510, 400
Virginia: Route 123 underpass_______ — —— - 459, 800
- Langley grade sepavation 363, 200
Total struetures. oo -—-- 8,919,700
Paving (2- to 24-foot reinforced concrete roadways) :
Spout Run to Chain Bridge (2.7 miles) oo . 594, 800
Chain Bridge to Langley (3.3 miles) ——— — 727, 000
Motal paving e 1,321, 800
Total construction . _..—____ - R - 8,000,000
Land acguisition and miscellaneous..._.._.. ——— 500, 000
Total.______ R e 8, 500, 000

PREPARED STATEMENT

Chaimnan Haypen. Mr, Dulles, I notice you have a prepared state-
ment, and I was wondering whether it is necessary for you to read
all of it, or perhaps you can highlight it #

Mr, Durrrs. I will try to do that, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Haypex. It will be included in full in the record.

Mr. Durres. I will try to cut it down to about 10 minutes in length.

CIA HEADQUARTERS BUILDING

The Congress, in title IV of the Military Construction Act of 1935
(69 Stat. 349), authorized $46 million for the construction of a CIA
headquarters building, together with $8,500,000 for the extension of
the George Washington Memorial Parkway from its present terminus
at Spout Run to a point near Langley in Fairfax County, Va., if
the Agency finally sclected a portion of the Government-owned Bu-
rean of Public Roads property as the building site.

The Congress initially appropriated, chapter FIT of the Supple-
mental Appropriation Act, 1956 (69 Stat. 458), $5,500,000, with the
understanding that $8 million of this sum was for the preparation of
detailed plans and specifications for the headquarters installation,
and $2,5600,000 for acquiring right-of-way and initiating construction -
of the parkway.

I am here today to request the appropriation of the balance of the
authorized funds, $49 million, of which $43 million is for the build-
ing and $6 million for the extension of the Parkway.

TROBI—DC—46
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SITE OF BUILDING

When the Congress suggested last year that we study carefully
the location of our proposed headquarters building, we engaged
Clarke & Rapuano, a firm of consulting engineers and landscape archi-
tects of outstanding reputation in this field, to survey all the avail-
able sites and recommend the one best suited for the Agency’s purpose.

They looked over some 30 possible sites. ) :

Their study resulted in g strong recommendation of a pertion of
the federally owned property presently occupied by the Bureau of
Public Roads at Langley, Va. : .

Located on a 125-acre tract, part of a larger 750-acre Government
reservation, the Langley site' was chosen as the one location, among
many sites inspected in detail, most adequate for safeguarding the
security of CIA’s operations and for conducting those operations with
the greatest measure of economy and efficiency consistent with se-
curity considerations.

This site is bordered along the Potomac by Parkway land, a belt
750 to 1,000 feet wide, under the control of the National Park Service,
affording an added measure of protection. ' :

The isolation, topography, and heavy forestation of the site provide
additional security safeguards. It is efficiently located with respect
to overcoming rush-hour traffic conditions, and. it permits easy access
to the White House, the National Security Council, and the State
and Defense Departments, with which the bulk of CIA day-to-day
coordination activities are concerned.

APPROVAL OF LANGLEY, VA., SITE

The Agency approved the recommendation of Clark and Rapuano
and, as required by law, proposed it for consideration by the Natiorial
Capital Planning"Commission.

The National Capital Regional Planning Council (May 8) and the
National Capital Planning Commission (J uly 5) approved the Lang-
ley site on December 5, 1955, and F ebruary 3, 1956, respectively.

Senator Cravez, Mr. Dulles?

Mr. Duries. Yes, sir. '

Senator Cuavrz, Those agencies that younow suggest as approving
it, they do not have anything to do with the appropriation of the
money to carry on the program? '

Mr. Durres. None at all, sir. Tt is quite understood and their opin-
ion, as I understand, since we propose to be outside the District, is
advisory. .

In addition, the Fairfax County Planning Commission, the Ar-
lington and Fairfax County Boards and the Falls Church City Coun-
cil have all endorsed this location.,

REPORTS

With your permission, I shall submit for the record the reports of
the National Capital Planning Commission, the National Capital
Regional Planning Council and the Fairfax County Planning Com-
mission, a brief of the primary factors contained in the Clarke and
Rapuano report, and a statement as to the status of land acquisition.
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Chairman Havypex. That may be done,
;‘:i(T,hQ information referred to follows:)

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION,
R ' Washington D. C., March 2, 1956,
Mr., ALLEN W, DULLES, T REER
Central Intelligence Agency,
} Washington, D. C. o

 DEAR Mz. DuLLES : As indicated in ny letter of February ¢ and pursuant to
your request, the National Capital Planning Commission reviewed further your
proposal to establish a new Leadquarters for the Central Intelligence Agency at
Tangley, Va., and approved this proposal. . .

" Jn its new findings the Commission has accorded overriding importance to the
«emphasis placed upon your statements contained in your letter of January 23,
1956, that you are not free to select a location within the District and that by
virtue of emergency measures already. taken it is important for you to locate

.on the west gide of the Potomac River and that you desire that the location be at

Langley. .

“The Comrmission has approved the enclosed. final report prepared by a commit-
- tee of the Commission. The committee hag get forth in this report the obstacles
-which, it feels must be overcome by the Federal and local governments to solve
problems connected with this site.

' Sincerely yours,
. HarrAND BArTmorLoMEW, Chairman.

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION

MarcH 2, 1956.

FINAL REPORT ON THE P’ROPOSAL To LocaTE THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
. TIEADQUARTERS BUILDING AT LANGLEY, VA,

At the request of the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, the National
Capital Planning Commission at its meeting on February 3, 1956, reconsidered
the action taken at its December meeting on the proposal to establish a new
héadguarters for the Agency at Langley, Va., and voted:to approve the location
considered by the Agency to be the most suitable site for its purposes.

‘’Phe undersigned committee was appointed by the chairman to draft and submit
the final report on this proposal, as required by the National Capital Planning
Act, of 1952, Membership of the committee includes those who have been for
and against the Langley site. .

_A's the Commission had been very evenly divided in both its initial opposition
and subsequent approval of the Langley location, the committee hag chosen to
present the differing points of view on the basic planning issues involved.

CONCERN OF COMMISSION AND COUNCIL IN DECISION

Under the Planning Act of 1952, the Planning Commission and Regional Plan- .
ning Council have collaborative responsibility to prepare and maintain a com-
prehensive plan for the development of the National Capital and its environs.
As the central planning ageney for the Tederal and District Governments, the
Jominission has the prime duty of reviewing Federal agecny. developiient pro-
gramg in order to advise as to their consisteney with the comprehensive plan.

Tt is now widely recognized that the most important single factor influencing
the development and supporting the general economy of the Washington region
has been the growth and spread of Federal establishments. Consequently, the
Clommission’s 1950 comprehensive plan laid great emphasis on the size and
location of Government agencies. In order to produce an orderly and uniform
expansion of the region, new Federal establishments which could be appropriately
Joeated outside the central area were to be distributed on the periphery of existing
development or beyond, at such locations as to encourage local development that
would be harmonious with other requirements of the plan. Except in Bethesda
and Suitland, where commitments had already been made, no single installation
larger than 5,000 employces was recommended. Furthermore, new installations
were located at least B miles from each other or from other large established
agencies.

The comprehensive plan, while serving as a general guide and directive for
decisions on Federal establishments, also sets forth a general philosophy on
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land use and population distribution throughout the area. These basie policies
provide the foundation or reasqn for & regional thoroughfare plan and policies
for the provision of community facilities, such as water supply and sewage
disposal. - The development of such plans is the joint and collaborative respon-
sibility of the National Capital Planning Comimission and the Regional Planning
Council under the frovisions of:the 1952 Planning Act. :

IMPACT ON THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The Commisston’s proposals for the loegtion of future Federal establishments
in the environs of Washington did not contemplite a large Federal establishment
in the Langley ares. On the contrary, ifs plan for the location of Federal
employees limited the number of those dltimately necessary to complete the
Public Roads Research Laboratory development, then estimated in round figures
not to exceed 1,000, The principal reasons for this were that the location lay
within an avea traditionally developed and developing with small estates and
single-family homes of lfow density, which it was generally agreed as desirable
to ehcourage and protect. Furthermore, there was already located or committed
in the northwest sector outside of downtown Washington a disproportionately
large distribution of Federal employment, tending in the long run to encourage
an unbgdlanced and intensivegrowth,in that direction.

To offset this tendency, the ciffiprehensive plan proposed in the Virginia sector
Zenerally west and southwest of the center, 4 locations for Federsl establish-’
ments of approximately 5,000 employees each. These would have the effect of
stimulating intensive suburban growth of a satellite character in localities
where there is already established a nucleus for an urban environment and to
public facilities glready projécted or needed.

Whereas the location of 10,000 employees, more or less, at Langley does not
aceord with the 1950 plan, a majority of the Commission helieve that a revision
of the plan to accommodate CFA can le appropriately made. The minority does:
not agree to this revision and believes that a location in Virginia west or south-
west of the center of Washington would promote growth of territory better
adapted for intensive stimulidtion. )

The positign of the majority of the €ommission is that there will be no adverse
long-range effect of tlre: GFA instadlation upon the established land use of the
surrounding territory. They believe that in' the immediate future employees
will continue to live very much where they now live and that traffic to and from
the installation can be handled over bridges, highways, and parkways already
planned though net necegsarily programed.

However, there is general agreement by both the Commission and the Regional
Jouncil that improvements proposed in the Commission’s report of December
16 will need to be programed at an earlier date to accommodate the traffic
volumes generated by the installation. . . - ;

The other point of view, represented by the minority, is that there will be a
very profound effect upon the surronnding community with an installation of
this size. The reasoning ig that inévitably there will be created a demand for
more intensive development of tributary territory than has heretofore been con-
templated. The fact that only about one-eighth of the employees of CIA own
their own homes lends sufport to the viewpoint of the minority that a marked
change in land use for the Langley area is inevitable. The ensuing economic
pressure upon lapd will make it increasingly difficult, if not impossible, for the
Fairfax County authorities to maintain the sate land-use policies through zon-
ing and subdivision control thar have heretofore heen envisioned as most appro--
priate and desirable for this area. This feeling is very strong among many
property owners in the Langley area, is widely supported by professional plan-
ners, and, perhaps most significantly, by the current waves of land speculation.
In this connection, the minority draws attention to the change that has taken
place in Arlington County sinde the construction of the Pentagon. In 1940 nearly
three-fourths of the dwelling units in the county were of the single-family type.
Toddy, more than half of all units are apartments, which have increased eight-
fold against only a doubling of the single-family type. ) :

The Tangley «ite meets the general requirement, set forth in the Commission’s
April resolution, that it be in close proximity to the outer circumferential. In
this respect, the location conforms with the Commission’s proposed regional
thoroughfare plan, now gencrally aceepted by the highway nuthorities. How-'
ever, the priority for construction of major features of that plan will have. to be-
advanced, as herein discussed, if it is proved that the traffic circulation facilities: .
which the installation will require are inadequate.
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES - -

“The Regional Planning Council, in approving the Langley location last Decem-
ber, vated also to request that the Central Intelligence Agency request appro-
priations for certain improvements which 1t congidered would be needed at
the time the CIA headquartcrs is opened at Langley. The purpose of this action
was, of course, to implement ,p'_lann_ing‘recommeudatiqns to which the local or
Qtate authorities were not financially comniitted.”

It would seem that the first step toward putting -into effect the Council’s
recommendation would be the development and -agreement upon a program set-
ting forth the specific community facilities. required, and the estimates of cost
and methods of financing. The latter is particularly important because of the
different jurisdictions involved and the necessity for coordinafion in the pro-
graming of improvements. ITollowing ig a list and brief discussion of the im-
portant improvements which the studies of the Commission and the Council
during the last year have revealed as Dbeing .necessary te program definitely
if the Langley site were chosen. ’

George Washington Memorial Parkway

The construction of the George Washington Memorial Parkway from Spout
Run to Langley is universally. accepted as having top priority. The Clarke-
Rapuano report also recommended that the parkway be extended to the Cabin
John Bridge along with useful segments of the outer loop, in which recommenda-
tion this committee concurs.

While the legislation authorizing the use of the Langley location anticipated
the construction of the parkway to Langley and provided for the allocation of
necessary funds, the land acquisition program cannot be completed without addi-
tional contributions from Virginia to match Federal funds already available
or to be made available for this purpose. Surveys and appraisals are requijred
Yéfore precise costs can be ascertained. In .all probability, several hundred
thousand dollars will be needed from State and county’ authorities. -
O ther recommendced projects i

The Regional Planning Council has recommended the following improvements
1e financed at Federal expensg concurrent. with construction by the Agency
unless State or local financing is or can be secured:

(@) Route 128.—The widening to four lanes of Route 123 from Langley corners
to Chain Bridge ($1,100,000).. The State of Virginia has agreed to widen that
portion of Route 123 from Langley Corners to the parkway ($350,000).

() Glebe Road.—The widening of Glebe Road to four lanes from Lee Highway
to Chain Bridge, estimated to cost $1,300,000.

(¢) Chain Bridge widening.—The District Highway Department has esti-
mated the widening of this structure to a capacity of 4 lanes to cost $1,350,000.
The studies by Clarke and Rapuano and others indicate the need of additional
capacity at an carly date, especially if present CIA employees are to be encour-
aged to maintain their present residences. Otherwise, additional traffic will be
brought into and out of the central district over central area bridges, especially
Key Bridge.

..(d) Canal Road and Weaver Place.—Required in connection with the widening
of Chain Bridge will be improvemen{s to spproach rowds on the District. side,
estimated at a cost of $900,000. o .

(e) Cabin John Bridgc end scgment of outer circumferential.—While the
Oabin John Bridge and the adjoining segments of the outer circumferential have
been endorsed by the Ilighway Departments of Maryland and Virginia and the
Bureau of Public Roads, no program for their financing and construction has
been agreed upon. Without this facility, transportation to and from the Langley
site will be inadequate, causing seripus.congestion on existing highways. If
the CIA desires to locate at Langley, based im part upon the proxXimity to the
outer loop, the Agency should take the initiative in advancing the priority of
this important.improvement by endorsing Tederal aid to this end.

(f) Water supply and scwage disposal problems.—So far as the Agency is con-
cerned, it would seem to have solved its own immediate water and sewage prob-
lems through commitments already made by Federal and local guthorities. Left
unsolved, however, are services to any areas that may develop ahead of scheduled
jmprovements due to the CIA installation. B

(g) Reservations for park and recreational needs.—Regardless of any stimulus
to.local development from CIA, it has been estimated that based on present

Approved For Release 2003/04/17 : CIA-RDP80-01370R000500060005-6



‘Relea: 7 : CIA-RDP80-0137012000500060005-6
Appro%ﬁji For eé%%%%E%?ﬁ?z%%l1A715ﬁe"colﬁ"1€m'rmN BILL, 1957

standards and ultimate development of this section of Fairfax County -at low
density that at least.four times the present park and recreational area will _be-
‘required to meet future needs. Should the growth of the area be accelerated, as.
some anticipate, a program for financing advance acquisition of suitable open
lands according to the plan should be initiated by the county authorities, ;

RECOMMENDED PLANNING CONTROLS

All those who have favored the Langley site have expressed great confidence-
in the ability of the county authorities, in cooperation with the interested agen-
cies of the Federal Government, to control the character and extent of develop-
ment which may either be required or which will take place as the result of the-
CIA installation. A clear understanding of mutual responsibilities should be-
formally established. To this end, it is suggested that the Central Intelligence
Agency enter into a form of agreement or memorandum of understanding as
to the policies of mutual concern that will be followed and financial responsi-
bilities undertaken. -

More than a year ago consultants for the Fairfax County Planning Commis-
sion completed a comprehensive plan for the county, including a land-use plan,
setting up standards generally designed to maintain the single-family, low
density, open type of development for the Langley and adjoining areas. This
plan has not yet been adopted. It becomes imperative, therefore, in the interest
of CIA as well as that of the homeowners in the area who have become con-
cerned about the effects of the installation, that the CIA impress upon the
county authorities ity desire and expectation of maintaining the low density
character of the Langley area through immediate adoption of the county’s com-
prehensive land-use plan.

CONCLUBIONS

The committee has endeavored to point up the planning problems connected
with the development of the Langley site as a location for CIA headquarters, in
the hope that their inclusicn in this report will serve a usefull purpose in
effecting their ultimate solution.

The majority of the committee in arriving at its recommendations hag aceorded

Mr. Dulles’ letter of January 23, 1956, that he is not free to select a loeation
within the District and that by virtue of emergency measures already taken -it
is important to him to locate on the west side of the Potomac River.

L. L. HUNTER,

C. McKiM NORTON,

CrAUDE W. OwEN,

Davio H. TuLLEY,

JoHN A. REMON, Chairman.

CIIECKLIST OF REFERENCE IDATA RELATING TO OIA HEADQUARTERS L.OCATION

National Capital Planning Commission report
Resolution dated April 8, 1955 (general criteria).
Committee report, April 7, 1955,

Joint Commission-Council report on alternate sites.
Committee report, December 16, 1955.
National Capital Regional Planning Council -
Staff summary report, March 11, 1955.
Staff report, March 31, 1955.
Committee report, April 7 , 1955, -
Staff report and recommendation, December 5, 1955.
Member statements approving Langley, .
Fairfaz County
. Resplutions inyiting CIA to:county.

Central Intelligence Agency

Report of Clarke and Rapuano, October 25, 1955. .

Other cbnsultwnt reports

Consultant, Draper report.
Consultant, Upham report.
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Miscellaneous reports, documeits, and letters

- Committee of 100.

Virginia Department of Ilighways.
Alexandria Chamber of Commerce.
Fairfax Chamber of Commerce.
Washington Board of Trade.

Citizen organizations.
Letters from many interested citizens.

NATIONAL CAPITAL REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON CoMMUNITY FACILITIES NEEDED IN THE VICINITY
oF LANGLEY, VA. IN ReLaTiON TO THE NEW HEADQUARTERS BUILDPING FOR
tHE CIA :

The Regional Council directed this committee to cavefully analyze all of the
community facilities that have been proposed to service the headquarters
building for the Central Intelligence Agency in the vicinity of Langley, Va., and
submit requirements with estimated cost as well as the jurisdiction which should
be responsible for their programing. This report will have the purpose of alert-
ing the responsible Federal, State, and local governmental agencies as to their
part in programing this project on a coordinated basis,

The committee after reviewing the problem was of the opinion that the report
should be in three parts. The first having to do with highway and bridge needs
which are thie primary facilities to be programed and represent a large portion of
the costs, The second part has to do with the need for a special program dur-
ing the construction period to be sure that present traffic needs can be served
with. minimum disruption. The third part will be to reiterate, in line with
the stated desires of the county and Agency, those phases of the local planning
process which must be accomplished to insure the orderly development of the
Langley area according to plan.

I, HIGHWAYS AND BRIDGES

The following projects are recommended by the committee as needs that
should be provided concurrent with construction of the headquarters building.

A map has been prepared (plate 1) to facilitate your study of this report. The
recommended projects are shown on the map with the corresponding numbers.

(1) Route 123 (Virginia) from Langley corner (Route 1938) to the George
Washington Memorial Parkway. This highway is to be widened from the exist-
ing narrow, 2-lane road to a 4-line divided highway. This highway at the
present time is the only route giving access to the Langley property and will
in the future be an integral part of the approach network both north and south,
carrying commercial as well as passenger vehicles,

This project is estimated at $350,000 and is committed by the Virginia Depart-
ment of Highways to be constructed concurrently with the parkway.

(2) Route 123 (Virginia) from the parkway to Chain Bridge. Thig is a con-
tinuation of project (1) upgrading this facility from a 2-lane road to a 4-lane
divided highway serving as the approach road from the Chain Bridge crossing
to the site. The Regional Council in its action approving this report recom-
mended that both projects (1) and (2) be considered as a single unit functionally
in relation to the approach network. This project is estimated to cost $750,000
and is presently uncommitted. It is recommended that this project be assumed
along with (1) by the State of Virginia. : - ‘

(8) Glebe Road (Route 120, Virginia) from Lee Highway to Chain Bridge.
This is an important facility giving access to Route 123 and Chain Bridge from
a heavily populated section of northern Arlington County. This highway is
presently a narrow winding 2-lane road and is proposed to be widened to a 4-lane
divided highway including acquisition of new rights-of-way to-provide for
better alinement. This project is estimated to cost $2,200,000 and. is not com-
mitted at this time. The committee recommends that the State of Virginia be
responsible for the programing of this project. )

(4) Chain Bridge widened to four lanes.. This projJect is essential to provide
required capacity to serve improved approach roads. This project is estimated to
cost $1,350,000 and is not presently committed.

(_5)‘ Canal Road and Weaver DPlace improvements (District of Columbia).
This improvement is essential to provide additional capacity to serve the Chain
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Bridge, Glebe Road, and Route 123 improvements. This project is estimated to
cost $900,000 and is not committed.

(6) George Washington Memorial Parkway from Spout Run to the Langely
site (Virginia). This improvement completes the parkway as an access road
continuously from the central area bridges to the site. This project is estimated
to cost $8,500,000. The Congress has committeed construction funds for this
project concurrent with the approval of the Langley site for the headquarters .
building. The State of Virginia and Fairfax County are responsible for one-half
(25 percent from each) of the cost of land acquisition. The National Capital
Planning Commission is responsible for the remaining one-half of the cost of
land acquisition in behalf of the Federal Government. The acquisition funds are
currently available through the Federal, State, and local agencies. - Some ad-
justment may be required in line with current land costs.

(7) George Washington Memorial Parkway from the Langely site north to-the
Cabin John Bridge and circumferential highway (Virgina). This project. gives
high standard access north and east from Virginia and Maryland populated areas.
The cost of this project is estimated at $2,250,000 and is not committed.at, this
time. The committee recommends that the Federal Government be responsible
for the construction and one-half of the cost of land acquisition (National Capital
Planning Commission) with the State of Virginia and Fairfax County joinfly
being responsible for the remaining one-half of the cost for land acquisition.
Current status of land acquisition funds indicate that preliminary action is
being taken to provide for the Federal one-half of the land acquisition moneys.

(8) Cabin John Bridge and approaches. This facility is essential in the ap-
proach network from the north relating to the circumferential in Virginia and
Maryland and the parkway south. This project is estimated to cost $7,100,000
and is uncommitted at this time. The committee recommends that the ap-
propriate Federal agency be responsible, in particular as a part of the Inter-
state Ilighway System on the proposed 90-10 matching formula now before
the Congress. The States would be responsible for their share.

(9) Circumferential highway from Route 7 to Cabin John Bridge (Virginia).
This facility would provide distribution on the Virginia side providing a, more
balanced flow of traffic to the access points such as the Langely and central aréas.
This project is estimated at $4,100,000 and is uncommitted at this time. The
committee recommends that it be constructed as a part of the Interstate High-
way System dependent for programing in the highway legislation now before
Congress. On this basis it would be eligible for construction under the 90-10
financing formula with the State paying its share. The committee also sug-
gests that this project be set up as phase I with the section of the circumferential
from Jones-Point to Shirley Highway as phase II. That section from Route 7
to Route U. 8. 50 as phase III and from U, 8. 50 to Shirley Highway as phase 1V.
No cost estimates were available for phase II, IIT, and IV. :

. (10) Circumferential highway from Cabin John Bridge to U. 8. 240 (Mary-
land). This improvement would serve as a distributor on the Maryland site
serving the northwest section with access to the Langley site as well as the cen-
tral area. This improvement is estimated to cost $4,331,000 and is presently
committed in the early portion of the Maryland 12-year program. The commit-
tee recommends that it be constructed as a part of the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem eligible for 90-10 financing under the legislation now before the Congress.
The State would be. responsible for its share. The committee also recommends
that the balance of the circumferential be constructed in accordance with the
interstate highway program because of its importance as a distributor route
on the Maryland side. : )

The committee also recommends that the appropriate State and county author:
ities study traffic requirements related to certain other facilities in Virginia such
as Route 123, Route 193, Route 309, Route 693, Ball’s Hill Road, Mackneal Road,
Great Falls Road, and any others in order that needed improvements be fitted
into their program.

The committee hesitated at this time to assign priorities to all the needed
highway and bridge facilities since there are a number that must be constructed
concurrently with the headquarters building. However, after discussion of-the
overall needs, the committee agreed that the Cabin John Bridge should be given
highest priority in the uncommitted improvements.

Approved For Release 2003/04/17 : CIA-RDP80-01370R000500060005-6



-

Approved ForRglease 2003/04/17 : - - M (}%%0 -
Pr - SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPR?A'%I(BNDFJ;%?L? 11%75 050 005-6

II. SPECIAL PROGRAM DURING CONSTRUCTION PERIOD

The committee is of the opinion that it 1s impertant for the Agency to work
out with the appropriate Federal, State, and local agencies a coordinated plan
to handle the construction program to allow minimum disruption of existing
daily traffic in the vicinity of Langley. It is conceivable that the widening -of
Rotite 123, the construction of the parkway and the construction of the building
will be going on simultaneously. Unless thig is programed in advance the one-
thousand-six-hundred-plus automobiles per lane in the morning and evening
-peaks now using Route 123, (ilebe Road and Chain Bridge will be seriously
disrupted. Also the construction traffic generated with slow-moving trucks
‘hauling materials will add to this problem.

III. ADDITTONAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

Since the Agency and the county both enmphasized during the consideration
of this matter the importance of maintaining the present character of this area
as nearly as possible, the committee respectfully emphasizes the prime impor-
tance of adopting a comprehensive plan as a key element to the programing of
this project. This action will strengthen the zoning and subdivision controls
necessary in implementing the plan.

This step will establish the basis for determining present and future reguire-
ments for the following important community facilities.

(@) Water supply—The committee in reviewing the present source of supply
finds that there should be an adequate supply of water through the Falls Church
system by the time the building is ready for occupancy. At the present time,
TFalls Church is purchasing water, by contract, from Arlington County which is
serviced by the line across Chain Bridge. This contract stipulates that should
Arlington County find it necessary to terminate the agreement they must give
Talls Church sufficient time to supplement their source of supply. The city of
Falls Church by agreement with the Corps of Engineers dated December 1, 1954,
has deposited funds for the construction of a 36-inch main in the new Little Falls
Dam now being constructed. The city of Falls Church still has to provide funds
for a connection to the Dalecarlia plant on the District of Columbia side and a
line from the dam to their system on the Virginia side. The Falls Church Water
.Department stated on October 1955, by letter, that funds required to complete
this system are in their capital budget with congtruction presently scheduled to
be started in fiscal 1958 and completed by 1960. Ilowever, the letter states that
‘should the system be required sooner their plans are elastic enough to permit
completion at an earlier date.

(b) Sewage treatment.—The committee agreed that the present commitments
by the county should provide adequate facilities for the headquarters building.
These commitments are.in the form of a letter to the agency stating that the
county will provide a line immediately available to the property with no cost
to.be borne by the Tederal Government. The committee suggests that care be
exercised in order to meet the standards established by the Corps of Engineers
and the Interstate Commission of the Potomac River Basin relating to river
pollution.

(¢) Park and recreation necds.—The committee emphasizes the importance
of planning and acquiring the needed sites prior to the development of the area,
while land values are reasonable.

. .(d) School site—Here again the committee suggests early acquisition of sites

.according to the plan before the development takes place.
Donarp E. GINGERY, Chairman.
JorEN W. BROOKFIELD.
Brig. Gen. THOMAS A. LANE.
FREDERICK A. GUTHEIM.

) Roy Brace.
My 29, 1956.
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. APPENDIX

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA,
OFFICE OF PLANNING CoMMISSION, .
S COUNTY oF FAIRFAX, -
Fairfaz, Va., November 28, 1955.:
Mr, Max WEHRLY, . :
Chairman, National Capitel Regional Planning Council,
. Washington, D. C. :

DEAR S1R: We, the undersigned members of the Fairfax County Ilanning Com-
mission, have studied the report of Clarke and Rapuano advocating the location
of the new CIA headquarters on the 740.5-acre Federal property at Langley, and
wish to make the following comments -

(1) The statement is correct that the county of Fairfax has assured the"CIA
it will install adequate sewsage facilities to serve the Agency within a period, of
‘2 years. The county is amply able to fulfill this commitment from proceeds of a
recent $20 million sewer bond issue. ) )

(2) We have confirmed the fact that the city of Falls Church has committed
itself to supply an adequate water supply to the site, and that it hag both the
faciliies and the financial ability to do so. At the present time Fallg Church is
having a 86-inch supply main installed in the new Little Falls Dam, almost
-adjacent to the proposed CIA'site, and has already paid the Army engineers for
such installation. This will be direct connection with Dalecarlia Reservoir and
is in addition to its present connection there—through the Arlington County
maing on Chain Bridge.

(3) The statement is correct that the Department of Iighways of the State
‘of Virginia has committed itself to improve State Road No. 123 from its present
2 lanes to a divided 4 lane highway from Langley fork to its crossing of the
extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway.

(4) We understand that the Congress of the United States has authorized

$8,500,000 for the extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway from
its present terminus at Spout Run, above Key Bridge, to the Langley site if
CIA locates there, and has actually appropriated the initial $2,500,000 for this
purpose.
. (5) We have confirmed the fact that the county of Fairfax has committed
itself to the sum of $110,000 as its one-fourth share of the cost of acquiring
rights-of-way for said parkway extension within this county, and that the
Virginia Déepartment of Highways has committed itself for its matching share,
We consider the total of $440,000 for this purpose, including Federal matching
funds, to be ample to acquire such rights-of-way from the Arlington line to the
proposed site of the Cabin John Bridge, near Dead Run.

(6) Your attention is called to the statement contained in the Clarke and
Rapuano report that these improvements will adequately care for the anticipated
traflic needs of CIA at the Langley site. B

We wish to eall your attention, however, to additional traffic improvements
which appear to be in prospect, and which will increase greatly the above service
“to the Langley site:

The outer belt freeway, which is to ecircle the District of Columbia, will eross
the Potomac on Cabin John Bridge, within a few thousand feet of the Langley
site of CIA. This entire freeway has, within the past 2 months, been taken into
the Interstate System of Highways, making it subject to 60-percent participat-
ing Federal funds. Under the Federal highway bill which ig expected to pass
at the impending session of Congress, we understand this Federal participation
will be increased to approximately 90 percent.

In addition, we are informed that funds have already been appropriated to
extend and grade Canal Road from Chain Bridge to the proposed site of the
Cabin John Bridge, this extension to be a part of the George Washington Memorial
Parkway on the Maryland side of the Potomac, .

Two traffic lanes are also to be added to Key Bridge, with a northbound ‘con-
nection therefrom to the merorial parkway at Rosslyn. This will greatly aid
traffic from northwest Washington toward the Langley site. The proposed
Roosevelt Island Bridge, also connecting with the memorial parkway, will be an
additional service for Langley-bound traffic, -

In addition to the above existing, or immediately impending, highway facilities
serving the Langley site, there is under discussion the replacement of the exist-
ing Cabin John streetcar tracks and their replacement by a highway to the
Cabin John Bridge site, which would also become a high-level lane of the
George Washington Meémorial Parkway. In connection with this, there is-also
under discussion a proposal to double-deck Chain Bridge, the upper deck to
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‘We have conferred with the proper officials of the Chesapeake & Potomac Tele-
‘phone Co., of Virginia, and of the Virginia Electric & Power Co., and have been
‘told by both that they have assured CIA of adequate telephone and electric
-service at the Langley site.

We :are, therefore, convinced that completely adeguate sewage, water, tele-
phone,. electric, and highway facilities are assured to CIA if it locates at
Langley, and that even more highway facilities are in early prospect.

CONVENIENCE TO EMPLOYEES

."“We agree with the Clarke and Rapuano report’s statement that “in the
-¢ifeumstances, we doubt whether more than a very few of the CIA employecs
will find it necessary to.change their places of residence by reason of the location
of the headquarters at Langley; this site, we believe, is the most convenient
to. the liirgest number.”

‘A’ study of the highway map contained in the¢ Clarke and Rapuano report,
“in donjunction with the employee-distribution map, can leave no doubt of the
desirability of the Langley site from the viewpoint of the employees of CIA.

“We consider the ability of CIA employees to retain their present residences
if the Agency is Jocated at Langley to be of extreme importance. It gives agsur-
:ance that the areas in which they now live will not be damaged by their sudden
departure, and that the Langley-McLean area will not be unduly burdened by
“the sudden influx of thousands of new families. The natural growth expected
in the Langley-McLean area as a result of the completion therein of the commu-
nity’s $2-million sewerage system next year, and the great extension of water
mains by the city of Falls Church, can easily absorb such CIA employees as may
desire to move there. The recent completion of a new elementary and a high
school at McLean and the passage of a $20 million school bond issue for addi-

. ‘tional school construction in Fairfax County on November 8, assures adequate
school facilities. )

’ EFFECT ON AREA

We agree thut the statement in the Clarke and Rapuano report that there “is
no reason for concern on the part of those who predict that any governmental
.development is bound to result in large areas being given over to small lots with
accompanying commercial developments,” and that if the Fairfax County zoning
authorities take their task seriously and uphold the zoning scheme (master
plan) as at present planned, “then there need be no cause for concern.”

*"Phe recently elected new supervisor from Dranesville Distriet, which includes

- the Langley-McLean area, gave repeated assurances during the campaign that
he favored the adoption of the master plan, and would maintain strict zoning
in the area if elected.

In a “Letter to the Editor” published in a local newspaper on September i6
Tast, he said, “As you know, I am not opposed to the CIA’s locating here. The
voters of Dranesville District may rest assuved that I will hold the line for
strict and rigid zoning.”

* At a public meeting of the Mcl.ean Citizens Assoclation on Monday, November
21, he told those present that he had conferred with aost of the other newly
£lected members of the board of supervisors, and could assure them that the mas-
ter plan would be adopted, and that strict zoning would be maintained.

'We further agree with the Clarke and Rapuano statement that impact of the
Ageney on the locality will be lessened by the fact that 69 percent of its employees

“living north of the Potomac as well a8 many of the 31 percent who live in Virginia,
will reach the site via the Memorial Parkway along the river—and will thus have
little contact with the area. ‘ :

 The further fact that the CTA. buildings will occupy only ‘a small part of the
federally owned 749.5-acre tract, and that they will ke surrounded by a wide
belt of woodland, and thus not be visible from outside areas bordering the prop-
erty—together with the statement of CIA Director, Allen Dulles, that the in-
S’tal]ation will consist of a number of college-type buildings, each surrounded
by, trees and each with it individual parking facilities-——not only gives further
assurance that the Agency will not damage the ares, btit rather, as the Clarke
and Rapuano report says, “cannot help but become a distinet asset to the county.”

LOCAT, ATTITUDE TOWARD CIA.:

Though there has been a small and vociferous local group of residents opposed
t6 the location of CIA at Langley, it is apparent to ug that the great majority
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“favor it. In the large area between Langley and the Arlington line, between
Pimmit Run and the Potomac—which our planning director has designated as-
the only area directly affected by the move—that residents owning over 80 pér-
cent o)f_the land signed a statement that they did not object to CIA. (See atta:hed
map.) S . . _

The opponents of CIA, 0v~ei'>'§t period of several months, circulated a petition
asking that the master plan be adopted in the area, that the Bureau of Public-
Roads land at Langley be used for bark purposes, and that no large Federal
agency be located on that site. They finally presented to the National Capital
Planning Commission the petition containing approximately 700 names-—which, .
considering that both members of families and all children over 18 years signed
it, doubtless represented only some 400 families at most. Those favoring CIA,.
bresented a petition with some 2,600 names from the same area after only
1 month’s solicitation.. BRoth candidates for Dranesville supervisor in the recent
election signed- this latter petition, ‘and the wife of the successful candidate-
_helped ecirculate it. - R :

‘WINKLER TRACT DEFECTS

We agree with the Clarke and Rapuano conelusion that the Winkler tract,.
in an area on Shirley Highway recently annexed from Fairfax County by-
Alexandria, is ynsuitable for the CTA headquarters.

The Novembér 25 issue of a county newspaper quoted a lifelong resident of
Alexandria, and leading politieal figure, as stating the Winkler tract was “a
swamp. I, grazed cattle on it for years, and had to put on hip boots before:
going to get them.” . This confirms the Clarke and Rapunano report that the land
is “too low in relation to the Shirley Highway and to the surrounding area” to-
be suitable. ‘

The architect for the proposed CIA headquarters added, at the NCPC hearing
on November 15, that it was located on a gravel bed, and any large structure-
would require a floating foundation.

Statistics of the Virginia Department of Highways confirm the statement in
-the Clarke and Rapuano report that traffie on the Shirley Highway, which serves
the Winkler tract, “has now reached its capacity, particularly from a point north
of the Parkfairfax interchange to the Potomae River crossings.” Your attention
is called to the statement in the report that “even after it is widened to six lanes
as far south as King Street, it will still be inadequate to accommodate the con-
centrated peak load that would result from the more than 3,000 automobiles of
the CIA headquarters staff during the morning and evening hours.”

We wish, however, to ¢all attention to further demands on Shirley Highway
which have not heretofore heen considered. A vast development of new homes is
now underway at Springfield, not far south of the Winkter tract, and mnany more
such developments are now underway or contemplated. Over 2,000 homes have-
been bnilt during the past year, and more than 3,000 more are in the construction
or planning stage. This will add tremendously to the Shirley Highway traffic.

Also the fact should not be lost sight of that a large Federal airport is being
-contemplated at Burke, traffic for whi¢h would use the Shirley Highway beyond
the Winkler tract. Though this project is being strongly protested by loecal
residents, the Government hasg already acquited over 1,000 acres of the
proposed- 4,000-acre site, and there is a strong likelihood that the airport will
eventually become a reality. If o, the airport trdffic, added to that existing, plus
-additional from the thousands of homies under construction or contemplated,
would make the Shirley Highway a nightmare if CIA traffic were added to it

We further feel that the difficulties which would be encountered by the 69 per-
cent of CIA employees living north of the Potomae in reaching the Winkler tract,
would shortly result in a lavge percentage of them being forced to move to the
area, thus greatly overburdening the schools and other public facilities, as well
as harming the areas from which they moved.

In view of the above analysis, we agree wholeheartedly with the Clarke and
Rapuano conclusion that “the gite at Langley i, in our opinion, the best possible
site we know to be available which meets the ogtablished criteria. 'We unhesi-
tatinglv recommend it.” ’

Very truly yours, . :
Keith Price, Chairman; J. W. Brookfield, Viee Chairman: Joseph T,
Baker, O. V. Carper, Austin 1. Hollway, George Landrith, A. Slater
Lamond, John W. Rust, Col. Gilbert Thompson.
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BRIEF OF PRIMARY FACTORS CONTAINED IN CLARKE AND RAPUANOG REPORT

The Clarke and Rapuano report proposes that approximately 140 acres of the
‘Th0-acre Government-owned property at Langley be used as a site for the new
-OIA headquarters building.

A major factor considercd was the accessibility of the site to the several
.official departments and agencies with which we are in daily contact. These
departments and agencies are located generally in the northwest District of

Columbia and adjacent Virginia area. i :

- The development of 140 acres of this 750-acre Government-owned tract for
CIA will be such that a wide belt of forest land will be left around the periphery.
in a manner aiding to provide the desired security. Building on this admirably
guited site can be accomplished without changing its parklike character. As
the Langley site is already owned by the Fedecral Government it is unnecessary
‘to acquire additional property or to take additional properties. from the tax
rolls. If expansion should become necessary, adjacent Government-owned prop-
-erty would presumably be available. : )

The largest number of our employces (over 68 percent) presently reside in
Washington and adjacent Maryland, - The Langley gite is very convenient to
the residences of a large portion of this majority. The. CIA located at Langley
-would not impose serious problems of new population in the community because
the larger number of CIA employecs could and would continue to live 1n their
present -residences.  Additional commerclal developments need not result from:
locating CIA headquarters at Langley because this majority of employees, a8
well as some Virginia residents, will enter the property via the George Washing-
ton Memorial Parkway. The parkway will be situated on park lands north of the
\CQIA site or on the opposite side of the property from the Langley area.

To. effect the minimum burden of CIA traffic on downtown Washington and
the Pentagon area, our preferred site should be in the northwest quadrant of
the Greater Washington area. To locate the CIA at Langley would help solve
the most difficult problem of averting further traffic congestion in a congested
part of Washington,

The only highway and bridge improvements necessary to accommodate CIA
traffic to and from the Langley site are as follows :

1. Extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway on the Vir-
ginia side of the T’otomac from its present terminus at Spout Run to the
Langley site. Congress has authorized $8.5 million and approved an appro-
priation of $2.5 milllon in the ‘agency’s building legislation to accomplish
this construction if the Langley site is chosen.

2. Planned improvements to Key Dridge. A contract has been awarded
by the District of Columbia for the planned Key Bridge improvements and
construction is expected to begin in January 1956.

3. Widening of Route 123 to four lanes from its intersection with the
George Washington Memorial Parkway to Route 193 beyond Langley. The
department of highways, State of Virginia, has agreed to finance and com-
plete this construction concurrently with construction of the George Wash-
ington Memorial Parkway.

These three improvements, which will ultimately be required whether or not
ihe CIA is located at Tangley, will provide a satisfactory access to the proposed
site now. The traffic situation at Langley will gain further supcriority as the
already planned arterial system in this general area takes form, especially the
outer loop freeway and the bridge at or near Cabin John, which would make
thig site ideal. The cost of these and other road improvements in this area which

. have been planned, scheduled, or contemplated, however, definitely should not
‘he attached to the CIA project. It is highly impfobable that there are sites
in Virginia other than the Langley site to which a satisfactory situation would
obtain with highway construction cost in excess of the estimated cost of the George
Washington Memorial Parkway. o

Water and sewer services have been guaranteed by the local jurisdictions at
no capital cost to the Federal Government, The same situation holds true for
commercially furnished ntilities such as power, telephone and public transporta-
{ion. For all utilities, CIA would merely pay the customary charges for services

© rendered,

(See inserted material following close of hearings for statement as
to status of land acquisition. )

Approved For Release 2003/04/17 : CIA-RDP80-01370R000500060005-6



App d Fofl%élease 2003/04/17 : CIA-RDP80-0137@00500060005-6
'}%\ée SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957

EFFECT ON C()MJM UNITY AREA

Senator Trye. Mr. Chairman, might I ascertain how many private
homes are involved in the area ? ,

Mr. Dures. None.

Senator Tiryg, None whytsoever ?

Mr. Durres. " No. :

Senator Tuvyi. Will this devel opment here disrupt the normal com-
munity life of any of the communities out in that area by a change of
highways? I

Myr. Dures. It is my hope that it will not. _

Of course, the putting in of the George Washington Memorial Park-
way will affect those who are on the roadbed. _ ;

Senator Tuve. Do you anticipate any private homes that will have
to be vacated and razed when that parkway goes in ? .

Mr. Durres. I think that is possible, but the parkway has been’
planned since 1930 and has been on the statute books, I believe, since
1930. as a planned improvement.

Senator Trye. Otherwise, this project is all on federally owned land.
or what is now 2parkway, and therefore you will not have to disturb any’
private homes?

Mr. Dorres. Not the building itself. AsT say, I cannot speak as to
the effects of building a road. Any road affects certain things.

Senator Criavez. But in those days, 1934, they were not thinking
about the CIA, were they ?

‘Mr. Durwrs. I think that when this land was acquired, as I recall,
it was acquired to be used for Government purposes. I do not think
they were thinking of the CTA because the CTA was not in existence
at that time, o :

Senator Criavez. That is right. So they could not have been think-
ing about the CTA.

Mr. Durres. That is right. It was acquired for Government use.
There are certain small installations there now.

FUNDS FOR IIIGITWAYS

Senator Criavez. 1 think the last bill we had here, we appropriated
some money for the highways.

Mr. Durres. That is correct ; $2.5 million, sir, was approptriated for-
the highways. :

Senator ErLenper. To what extent will the rest of the land owned
by the Government be affected by the establishment of this project
that you contemplate ?

Mr. Durres. Well, the bulk of the rest of the lIand, except for the
section of it that is taken by CIA and the section taken fo put the
parkway through, will be available for other Government uses, what-
ever the Government and the Congress decide.

Senator ErLenper. There would be no restrictions?

Mr. Duries. Not so far as we are concerned.

Senator KLieNbER. T guess you can hide yourselvesin 125 acres?

Mr. Duries. Yes,sir.

Senator Criavez. Let ns get down to the other end of it,

The District of Columbia is the seat of Government or the Gov-
ernment has Jots of local space within the District of Columbia. I
am not talking about parkways, but I am talking about vacant land
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within the District of Columbia, and if I recall, the justification for
giving you a building is that {ou are now working under a handicap
by having about 40 buildings all over town ? ' ‘
Mr. DuLLes. Most of them temporary, sir.
. Senator Criavez. Most of them temporary.

OBJECTION TO DISTRICT OF COLUMRBIA LOCATION

What is the difficulty of locating a building within the District of
Columbia that would answer your purpose?

Mr. Duntrs. There are two answers, or several answers, Senator.

One is that it is very hard to find and it would be very costly to
acquire that land in most cases. '

enator Crravez, I am talking about Government Jand. I am not
talking about land that belongs in fee to someone named Tom Jones.
I am talking about those that belong to the District of Columbia.

Letme give you an example.

Mr: Dutiies: Yes.

Senator Cravez. On 14th and Constitution, there is a temporary
building there. What would be wrong about using that to build you
the kind of a place that you need and that is necessary, without going
to buy some new property outside of the District of Columbia or using’
property that belongs to the Government outside of the District?

Mzr. Duries. We are not buying any land, as you realize.

Senator Cmavez. I realize that, but you are going outside of the
District.

‘What would be wrong to use some local spot that belongs to the
Government now within the District of Columbia, and. I want to help
you; T really do. I think you need a building. I do not want you
to have 40 buildings; I think you have to have 1 building.

Mr. Duires. We have not found any such available land, Senator.
There may be such, but in our explorations we have not found it and,
further, when we started this we were under, and still are, the view
that a certain dispersal of Government buildings is desirable. You
have reached the situation of such saturation insofar as parking is
concerned in the District of Columbia, that you have really a very
serious problem in adding more buildings.

The State Department is adding a large annex now,

Senator Criavez. I think the serious problem is the agencies. I
think those are the ones who are being taken care of and not the com-
fort of the fellow who works for the agency.

Mr. Durixs. I do not quite follow that.

Seriator Ciravez. Follow it this way:

1 am sold on the idea that CTA needs a building of its own, but T
think that should be the justification to have CIA function properly
the way they should according to the obligations and the duties and
so forth. I want that. But I do not see why we should be concerned
about where the fellow parks his ecar who works within the agency.

Mr. Durirs. The morale problem is a very serious one.

“Senator Cmavez. T know.

My, Durizs. As far as your workers are concerned and the loss of
time, you may lose an hour a day in trying to find spaces to park your
car in going from where your car is parked to your place of work.
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Senator Cravez. What about losing time from Prince Georges:
County to the place that you have in mind, and from Montgomery -
County? S

CONVENIENCE OF EMPLOYEES

Mr. Durres. We have taken the actual location of our employees
where they now live, and with the road nets that are prospective, to
be built in.the near future. The location that we propose, we believe,
will be more convenient to our present employees than the one where
we are. : .

Senator Cavez. T am not criticizing your position whatsoever. .

Mr. Duries. I know, Senator. .

Senator CHavez. But I would like to have the city of Washington :
still exist. The Constitution makes the city of Washington the seat
of government and, if it is at all possible, as far as T am concerned, I
would prefer to have you be within the District of Columbia instead
of having the boys coming from Montgomery County, Prince Georges
and Arlington and elsewhere going over there to Langley. .

Mr. Durrss. Of course, the practical situation is that so many of
your Government workers now do live outside of the District of
Columbia. They are really part of the city of Washingion. Wash-"
ington has grown outside the boundaries that our forefathers fixed
for us. There is nothing much we can do about that. '

LOCATION OF EMPLOYEES

Senator Errenper. What percentage of the employees live outside

Washington ?
Mr. Duries. That chart behind you shows the loeation of our em-
ployees.
Would you just point to that, please?
Sena iz, Locate Langley first,
STATINTL * This is Langley |indicating]. Thirty-seven percent,

live tn Northwest Washington. We have 5 percent in Northeast, 7 per-
cent Southeast, and 1 percent in Southwest. So that is a-total of 50 .

percent. ) .
Senator KiLLenpEr. Within the District?
STAT [ [Vithin the District.
»enator JSLLENDER. And 37 percent of that is pretty close to Lang-
ley?:
I | Practically across the river, in the Northwest sec-
STAT tion. ’

Senator Taye. You would cross that Chain Bridge? Isthat where
your crossing would take place?

STAT | Fhis is the location of Key Bridge. That would
beavailable as well as Chain Bridge and Memorial Bridge.

Senator Taye. Not in the morning. If you took them from North-
west and you came down Memorial, or you came to Key Bridge, you
would be simply going into the stream of your District traffic.

Mr. Durres. That is where they all gonow. Less would go in that
stream at the new location than go in it today. We would take them
out of the stream.

. Senator Tuyz. I grant you that but, nevertheless, you are going
Into that same stream to branch off and that is what you are endeavor-
ing to avoid.
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Mr. Duriss. If we built in the District, then they would all go into
that strourt, j i build in Langley, quite
S Bruenprr. The chances are if you bul g
a ?:ﬁa;%zple would find it convenient to get homes there and leave

1LheSgi)nlasttgxl‘c(}HAvn*z‘?"l am thinking about the economic life of the Dis-
trict and not by way of criticism of your idea.

. DuLtgs. I'understand. B
%l[el;xaug' Cuavrz, But, after all, they do not have a vote and §_gpator

Yllender has to worry about them when we should be worrying about

our home States, bl \‘L&.&%&O}yorry becanse it i¥ our responsi-
bility. We doBave aduty o the District people. .

Mr, Durres.” Colonel % hite wo%gld liketosay aword, -~ 7
Mg. "Wrrpr., If 1 might point t6 that chart for Mw& frst

of all, . o B o -
¥ ACCESSIBILITY OF LANGLEY SITH

The Jocation of Langley is more convenient to our_employee resi-
dencies than'is our present headquarters. You will note there are
31 percefit that live in Virginia and Langley would certainly be as
convenient tajthem asis our present location.

If you looR also at the 87 percent in Northwest Washington and
the 11 percent in Montgomery County, looking to the future, and I
think this is a long-range project, the road net which is planned there
will make the Langley site most accessible to the large majority of
our employees; as a matter of fact, all except the 20 percent which you
sec in the lower right-hand corner of that map.

From talking with our employees at great length we feel that the
employees of our agency will not relocate. There will be some, sure,
but there will be no real incentive for them to transfer their residencies
.over to the Virginia area or to spend their money at any place ex-
cept where they are spending it now because I think thig site would
require a very minimum of relocation.

TRAFFIC SITUATION

Then the second point, as to the trafiic situation, if T may refer to
the next chart there, it is certainly true that if we threw all of our
traflic across Chain Bridge that we wotild overload it. However, we
have tried to analyze this situation very carefully, and if I could il
lustrate with thig chart, the hours with which we are most concerned
are between 7 and 9 o’clock in the morning and between 4 and 6 o’clock
in the afternoon.

Take Chain Bridge, for example:

. Under the “in” columm, this indicates the number of cars coming
mtbo the Distriet,

In the “out” column, the number of cars going out of the District.
These are official Bureau of Public Roads statistics taken over some
period of time, as of last September. _ ;

Between the hours of 7 and 8, there is an unused capacity of 1,199
going out of the District. Between 8 and 9,1t is 1,204. )

Then, coming back into the District in the afternoon, there is an
unused capacity of 938 between 4 and 5 and over 1,000 between 5 and 6.

Now, without going through that same detail for all the bridges, by
looking at Key, Memorial and Highway Bridges, you see that we

78089—56——47
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have o very substantial unused capacity for those bridges, and r
i e ) s S, Al

if we did not put car one over Chain Bridge, there is ;ﬂi _\d even

capacity to carry our traffic, = W plenty of

TRAFFIC OVER KEY BRIDGE AND MEMORIAT BRIDGE T I

" ‘Senator Cravez. Sir, statistics Tave been shown Beta
Works Committee over" andl (Svcesr haagix?,ceiﬁdsi%233«‘5?}23?9%‘80%“"“"
GRQss ,Key Bridge and Memorial Bridge every day of the week. s
ey FrrTE. Yes,siv, oo oo T —
1%;11(» OF-Caravics, How are you going to meet that, tpaffic ? '
Mr. Warre This, sir, is an actual count of the capacities of all the
bridges, and these arc the official statistics of the Bureau of Pub o £
Roads as to what thatbridge is carrying now:., Thesg st - e
TSN the J ey Britfie as well as the two lanes Which neebame added,
«ir. Tt does not includé the Roosevelt Bridge, which 1 believe it is
reasonable to expectWill be in by the time we are there... el B
So, inasmuch. 45 our traflic would be moving conntef{o the normal
- flow of traffigcoming into and going out of the District, wé helieve that
this would certainly relieve the congestion greatly rather than com-
plicate it. . i
Mr. Duraes. Our flow is largely counterflow. -

Chairman Hayoex. You are going on through your statement, I -
believe. '

-COST ANALYSIS

“Mr. Duries. The Public Buildings Service, in coordination with
this agency, has negotiated an architect-engineer contract with the firm
of Harrison & Abramovitz. - i
Mr. Abramovitz is here and Mr. Poorman is here, representing the
Public Building Service, if vou have any questions to ask of them. N
The architects have prepated a preliminary site plan and schematic <
drawings of the proposed headquarters installation, together with sup-
porting_ architectural and enginecring information, on the basis of
which the Public Buildings Service has prepared its cost analysis and
estimate,
T£ we can get this chart where we can see it, it would be a help. 1
do not know whether we can do it successfully. We can show the build-

ing pretty easily here.

BLOCK-TYPE WING BUILDING

oo

This building, as recommended by our architects, is a block-type
wing, most satisfactory in meeting our special requirements. The
general arrangement and layout of the office space in the new ]ouﬂdmg
have been designed with security considerations primarily in mind.
- The block-type wings are readily compartmented from one an-
other, so that specially restricted areas can be established and special
security controls maintained in each section, with a degree of flex-
ibility not otherwise practicable. ) o )

1 cannot emphasize too strongly that this building Js nob 1 any !
cense lavish. Our architects assure us that it is much more severe
than typical office buildings being constructed for private clients, and
it is my own belief that its austerity will far exceed that of any modern
Government office building.
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. 'We could not build this building in the District under the Fine
Arts rules. We can get it outside because we do not have to conform.
- Senator Cmavrz. The only difficulty is with the Fine Arts that
they do not appropriate anything for the construction. .

-Mr, Durers, We have nothing lavish, nothing of the ornamental
type because everything is going into utility,

TOTAL ACREAGE

Senator-Cmavez., But you have how many acres? :

Mr. Duries. One hundred twenty-five acres. A good deal of that
would be parking space. We expect to maintain the trees as much
as possible. '

Sentaor Criavez. The building would take that much acreage?

Chairman ITayvpex. Oh, no.

Mr. Durres. That is roadways, approaches, and so forth.

The aerial photograph on display is to scale.

Sen 1avrz. Ioxplain the area enclosed by the red lines.

TAT This is the property. ,

Mr. Wire. That property which he is outlining is the property
that would be transferred to us. The property between that and the
river is for the National PPark Service.

Senator KrLenper. Is the 125 acres represented by this model ¢

Mr. Warre. Yes, sir.

Senator Errexprr. One hundred twenty-five acres?

Mr. Durres. Yes, sir.

Senator Errexper. The building seems to take about a third of it,
nearly.

Mr. Wirre. Sir, the parking area is roughly contained in this area
which he is now pointing out, so that with the parking area filled
and with the road net, we will have good landscaping but not any
elaborate acreage to play around with.

OFFICE SPACE

Mr. Durces. Our plans are based on average net office space of
approximately 98.5 square feet per person, in comparison to a gov-
ernmentwide average of 112 square feet in the Washington metro-
politan area.

Tiven so, the Public Buildings Service and our architects believe it
impossible to construct, within the $46 million authorized, a building
which will accommodate all of our personnel. Iowever, that is all 1
am asking for at this time.

If that is all you decide to give now or later, we will make do with it.

HISTORY OF COST ESTIMATES

I would like to review briefly the history of our cost estimates.

1. PBS’s original estimate, March 1955, was $50,840,000,

2. In our hearings at the Burean of the Budget, April 1955, this
was rounded off to $50 million.

3. The Congress reduced our authorization to $46 million.

4. Construction costs have risen 5.72 percent during the past 12
months. Present estimates are also slightly higher because they are
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based on specific plans for a specific building on a specific site, rather
than being in the abstract. '

5. The present estimate by PBS and our architects, May 1956, for
an austere building to house the entire agency is $55,980,000.

Senator Errenper. How much is that above the original estitnate?

Mr. Durtes. That is $5,140,000 above the original estimate made by
the Public Buildings Service, and about $10 million above the con-
gressional authorization.

Senator KrLenpEr. How about the parkway road ?

Mr. Durres. That is not included.

Senator ErLenper. I understand, but will that not be increased, too,
over and above the estimate ¢ .

Mr. Ware. We have a very recent estimate from them, sir, within
the last 2 months, and it has not increased.

Senator StexNis. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that I am com-
pelled to leave in a few minutes, may I have about 2 minutes to make
a statement here?

I was chairman of the subcommittee that originally authorized this
bill.

Chairman HaypeN. Yes.

NECESSITY FOR BUILDING

Senator StENNIs. We were very much impressed with the necessity
for this building and I actively supported it all the way through on
the authorization.

I was impressed with your scattered location where you operate
now, the great number of employees, and I thought then you really
needed a real dispersal, but I changed my mind some on that.

Anyway, I supported this building at the $46 million and I studi-
ously avoided getting into, and our subcommittee did the same, with
regard to the location. We thought that was something you could
decide. :

It was the considered opinion of this Congress last year, after the
most thorough consideration by the House and the Senate, that $46
million, if it was going to be built away from the more ornamental
part of the city, was certainly enough money to take care of it.

As T remember, the Senate helped get the figure raised from what
the House had in conference ? :

Mr. Durrrs. That is correct.

AUTHORIZATION FOR PARKWAY EXTENSION

Senator STENNIS. We authorized $8.5 million for the parkway ex-
tension as an access to this site if you saw fit to use it. We thought
that was an improvement for traffic generally and investment by the
Government, and also, if you did that, you would not have to buy any
land but could use land you owned.

Mr. Durres. Yes.

Senator Stex~1s. But using the land that the Government already
owned, we certainly thonght that $46 million was enough money, and
1 still think so; and I have not heard of anything, any basis, for the
Congress to change its position on that, and I do not think we ought
to increase that authorization now, certainly not without full hearings,
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and I do not think we ought to permit the expenditure of this money
in stich'a way as will make it necessary to authorize $10 million more
later. ..

"My Duorurs. I can assure that we do not propose to put the Con-
gress in this position. )

“Stenator Stennis. I say that to you with great deference, Mr. Dulles.
I'am sure you are very sincere in this idea of your needs, but I belicve
that ‘we are going to have to draw a line somewhere and stop these
figures at some point, and I know this one did have the fullest con-
sideration Iast year and it was in the hands of friends, in a way, 1n
the Congress. o

PREPARED STATEMENT

“('The formal statement of Mr. Dulles follows:)
STATEMENT BY DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE

1.:Introduction

(@) The Congress, in title IV of the Military Construction Act of 1955 (69
Stat, 349), authorized $46 million for the construction of a CIA headquarters
building, together with $8,500,000 for the extension of the George Washington
Memorial .Parkway from its.present terminus at Spout Run to a point near
Langley in Fairfax County, Va., if the agency finally selected a portion of the
Government-owned Bureau of Public Roads property as the building site.

(b) The Congress initially appropriated (ch. I11I of the Supplemental Appro-
priation Act, 1956; 69 Stat. 453) $5,500,000, with the understanding that $3
~million of this sum was for the preparation of detailed plansg and specifications
for the headquarters installation, and $2,500,000 for acquiring right-of-way and
initiating comnstruction of the parkway.

(¢) I am here today to request the appropriation of the balance of the author-
ized funds—$49 million—of which $43 million is for the building and $6 million
for the extension of the parkway.

2. Rite

(@) When the Congress suggested last year that we study carefully the loca-
tion of our proposed headquarters building, we engaged Clarke & Rapuano, a
firm-of consulting engineers and landscape architects of outstanding reputation
in thig' field, to survey all the available sites and recommend the one best suited
for the Agency’s purpose.

(b) Their study resulted in a strong recommendation of a portion of the
federally owned property presently occupied by the Bureau of Public Roads at
Langley, Va.

(¢} ‘Located on a 125-acre tract, part of a larger 750-acre Government reser-
vation, the Langley site was chosen as the one location, among many sites in-
spected in detail, most adequate for safeguarding the security of CIA’s opera-
tions and for conducting those operations with the greatest measure of economy
and efficiency consistent with security considerations, This sites is bordered
along the Potomac by parkway land, a belt 750 to 1,000 feet wide, under the
control of the National Parks Service, affording an added measure of protection.
The isolation, topography, and heavy forestation of the site provide additional
security safeguards. It is efficiently located with respect to overcoming rush-
hour traffic conditions, and it permits easy access to the White House, the Na-
tiongal Security Council, and the State and Defense Departments, with which
the bulk of CIA day-to-day coordination activities are concerned.

(@) The Agency approved the recommendation of Clarke & Rapuano and, as
required by law, proposed it for consideration by the National Capital Planning
Commigsion. The National Capital Regional P’lanning Council (5-3) and the
National Capital Planning Commission (7-5) approved the Langley site on
December 5, 1955, and February 3, 1956, respectively,

(¢) In addition, the Fairfax County Planning Commission, the Arlington and
Fairfax County Boards and the Falls Church City Council have all endorsed
thislocation. '

(f) With your permission, I shall submit for the record the reports of the
National Capital Planning Commission, the National Capital Regional Planning
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Council and the Fairfax County Planning Commission, and a brief of the pri-
mary factors contained in the Clarke & Rapuano report and a statement as to
the status of land acquisition. T .

(See pp. 727 to 737.)

(9) While there has been some persistent opposition by a minority of local
residents, the large majority favor CIA at Langley. This was best .indicated
in a poll conducted by Congressman Broyhill, which showed that 73.3 percent of
Tairfax County voters favor this location with only 17.9 percent opposed and
8.8 percent having no opinion. In the Dranesville District, in which the site is
located, the percentage in favor is even higher (77.5 percent). Ten thousand-
five hnndred five voters responded to Congressman Broyhill’s poll, or a little more
than 30 percent of the 35,286 polled. In the Dranesville District there were 1,789
votes for and only 517 against the site,

(h) In approving the Langley site, the National Clapital Planning Commission
indicated that it and the Regional Planning Council believed that certain long-
plar_med highway improvements would need to be programed at an earlier date.

(i) We believe that the projected immediate extension of the parkway, and
the widening of a portion of Route 123 to which the State of Virginia is com-
mitted, will provide adequate access to the Langley site without overburdening
other existing facilities.

(j) The key to access to the TLangley site is the ability to move traffic across
the river. A study of Potomac River crossings. demonstrates that adequate
capacity exists for CIA traffic to and from Langley, especially since at the rush
hours Agency traffic will be moving counter to the general flow. Location of the

.Agency at Langley will, in fact, remove an estimated 1,000 cars from the dominant
flow of rush-hour traffic across the Potomac.

(k) A study of the locations of the residences of Agency employees demon-
strates that those living east of the Potomac can use a variety of river crossings in
commuting to and from the Langley site, and that the 81 percent living in Virginia '
will not have to cross the river at all. We arenot, as some have alleged, preparing
to throw three or four thousand cars across the Chain Bridge. o

3. Costs

{a) The Public Buildings Service, in coordination with this Agency, has nego-
tiated an architect-engineer contract with the firm of Harrison & Agramovitz.
The arechitects have prepared a preliminary site plan and schematic drawings of
the proposed headquarters installation, together with supporting architectural
and engineering information, on the basis of which the Iublic Buildings Service
has prepared its cost analysis and estimate. i

(b)) In considering the nature of the installation, a complete survey was made
hy the architects of the special requirements of the Central Intelligence Agency.
Harrison & Abramovitz has recommended a building consisting of block-type
wings as most satisfactorily meeting all the special and unusual reauirements of
the Agency. The general arrangement and layout of the office space in the new
building have been designed with secnrity consideration primarily in mind. The
block-type wings are readily compartmented from one another, so that specially
restricted areas can be established and special security controls maintained in
each section, with a degree of flexibility not otherwise practicable.

(¢) T cannot emphasize too strongly that this building is not in any sense
lavish. Our architects assure us that it is much more severe than typical office
buildings being constructed for private clients, and it is my own belief that its
austerity will far exceed that of any modern Government office building.

(d) Our plans are based on average net office space of approximately 98.5
gquare feet per person, in comparison to a governmentwide average of 112
square feet in the Washineton metropolitan area.

(¢) Even so, the Public Buildings Service and our architects believe it impos-
sible to construct, within the $46 million authorized, a building which will accom-
modate all of our personnel. However, that is all T am asking for at this time.
I would like to review briefly the historv of our cost estimates. :

1. PBS’s original estimate (March 1955) was $50,840,000.

2. In our hearings at the Bureau of the Budget (April 1955) this was rounded
off to $50 million. .

3. The Congress reduced our authorization to $46 million. o

4, Construction costs have risen 5.72 percent during the past 12 months. - Pres-
ent estimates are also slightly higher berause thev are based on sneciflc plans
for a snecific building on a specific site, rather than being in the abstract.i::+ ..,

5. The present estimate by PBS and our architects (May 1956) for an austere
building to house the entire Agency is $55,980,000.
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(f) While it is highly desirable to have all of our people in one building, we
can operate with the more scnsitive elements in one building and less sensitive
operations elsewhere. With the block-type wing building we have in mind, we
could add another wing later if necessary, without excessive increased costs.

(g) The block model is of a $56 million building which would house the entire
Agency. The shaded portions are those which would have to be omitted in a
$46 million building.

(h) A $46 million building would provide space for all of our employees who
are now housed in temporary buildings and would accommodate all of our highly
classified activities. This will permit the evacuation of our temporary buildings
s0 that demolition will be possible in accordance with Government plans for
urban renewal in the District of Columbia, and as required by the act authorizing
the building.

(4) I would like to emphasize that $56 million is a current realistic estimate
of the cost of providing one installation for all of our activities, and that it in
no way reflects any change in our original requirements as we presented them
to the Congress last year.

(§) I am seeking a building which the employees of CIA will find pleasant to
work in and eonducive to maximum production. Y am not sekeing luxury, Clean
wiell-lighted offices; air-conditioning; partitioning adequate to our security
needs; functional building and office arrangement which facilities close team-
work and minimizes time lost in “commuting” from one building to another; a
location convenient to present residences; adequate parking space in lieu of the
parking situation at our present location—these I believe are reasonable goals.

4. Savings

(@) With a $46 million building it would be necessary to retain the permanent-
type buildings we now occupy. With this arrangement, we estimate an annual
saving in operating cost of approximately $1,500,000.

(b) Consolidating all of our activities in a single building as originally planned
éthl(ﬁl would now cost $56 million) would result in annual savings of more than
$3 million,

(¢) There will in addition, in either case, be increased efficiency in the process-
ing of intelligence information not readily measurable in monetary terms,

5. Request

(a) T would like at this time to request that the Congress appropriate $49
million, constituting the balance of the funds presently authorized, in order that
the construction may proceed without delay or interruption.

(b) I hope you will concur in my view that it would be false economy not to
construct a building adequate to house all of our people. The basic facilities such
as heating, air-conditioning, elevators, etc., are being designed to service a build-
ing which would accommodate all of our employees. In January when our final
plans will be nearing completion, if, in the judgment of the Congress, it seems wise
to request that our enabling legislation be amended in order to provide for a
building costing approximately $56 million, I would propose to make such a re-
quest along with a request for the necessary appropriation (approximately $10
million) with which to carry out the construction.

ADEQUACY OF APPROPRIATION

Mzr. Durres. I can assure you that we will not commit the Congress
to another penny. We have our plans so that we can reduce or elimi-
nate certain parts of the building and keep the expenses within $46
million. ‘

I wanted to tell you that T might speak to you next year to show the
savings that would be incurred if you felt like giving us the additional
amount. If the decision not to give the additional amount is arrived
at, we will live with the $46 million. We could still vacate our tem-
porary buildings.

Chairman ITavpex. I think the committec has heard about all we
need to hear, Mr. Dulles. As I understand it, the House has included
in the bill, as reported, this amount of money. The House acted favor-
ably upon the recommendation of the Appropriations Committee and
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the money is already in the bill as we understand it. Ts that correct?
Mr. Durres. Yes, sir, that is correct.
Senator Dworstax. How many will this accommodate ? .
Mr. Durers. This is an open hearing. Under the legislation that
has been passed, T do not testify as to the numbers of our personnel
in open hearings, but I will be glad to send to your office a statement
on the subject. A
CLASSIFIED OPERATIONS

Senator Dworsirax. Because of the nature of your highly classified
operations, I wonder if the various embassies representing the satellite
nations and the Communists are so stupid that they could not estimate
how many employees you were housing in a building, the dimensions
of which and the capacity of which have been widely publicized in the
papers.

You are trying to tell this committee that this is highly classified
material so that people who may not be counted on our side in this
battling crusade against the Communist nations cannot find out what
the facts are.

Before you answer, T am somewhat in accord with the comments
expressed by the members of this committee, but T am very much dis-
couraged and disappointed and disillusioned that we have been per-
mitting the CIA to develop as we have with the expenditure of so
much money; and there is not a man on this subcommittee with the
possible exception of the chairman who knows how much money you
get. Of course, it is not the business of the taxpayers or the Senate
or the House to know. Probably you and the President alone have
the information.

If you have only 5,000, 6,000, or 8,000 people in Washington proc-
essing this information which you get and gather all over the world,
why do you not send these thousands of operatives out to get this
information? What are you going to do? Are you going to house
them over there in these lush quarters to process information? Ts
that where you find out what is going on in Russia and behind the
satellite nations, over here on the banks of the Potomac? e

Let us be realistic. 'We built a Pentagon and we had to fill it with
personnel, and now we are building a little Pentagon and we have to
fill that. Maybe the only way we can stop it, Mr. Dulles, as pointed
out by my colleague from Mississippi, is to get a sensible adminis-
tration to stop spending this money and dumping our dollars not
only abroad but here.

So, I ask you, what are these people that you house going to do over
there except spend most of the day going to work and getting back
home? Are they the people who gather this very highly classified
information behind the Iron Curtain? Are they?

Mr. Durirs. In addition to those at headquarters, there are through-
out the world the representatives of the agency, the numbers of those
which are not given, but I can assure you that they are there. They
are doing, I believe, a very efficient, effective job in this battle against
communism. That is the main thrust of my activities, and I think if
I could sit down with you, we could go over together what we are
doing,

Approved For Release 2003/04/17 : CIA-RDP80-01370R000500060005-6



Approved For m&m&%ﬂﬁmﬁlﬁﬁ&?%ﬂﬂ! 370RQ90 5000?2!9 05-6

AGENCY FUNCTION

Senator Tuve. Your main business is not out here to stop commu-
nism; your main business is to determine what the situation is in Tre-
spect to security over the world ; is it not ?

Senator Cravez. All over.

Mr. Ducres. That is

Senator Tirye. This is a record that is being made, and T would hate
to think you are superseding the military in the defense against com-
munism,

Mr. Duries. We have a role and the obtaining of information about
what the Cornmunists are doing and planning is a very essential ele-
ment.

Senator Trye. That is your intelligence.

Senator Dworsirak. Does the Government not do it ?

i Senator Crmavez. They do, but it is incidental to what they are
oing.

VULNERABILITY TO AIR ATTACK

Senator Dworstrak. I do not want to belabor this hearing, but prob-
ably we are overlooking the greatest potential asset involved in this
thing. If it is true that we are engaged in a long-drawn-out struggle
against the Communist nations and we are building up our Air Force
and appropriating more money than the Bureau of the Budget re-
quests, can we visualize for one second what a beautiful target this
entire layout will be over on the banks of the Potomac if we should
become involved in a shooting war and they want to drop a bomb over
there to entirely destroy and obliterate this great brain power that is
operating here as a safety valve for our country ?

Are we setting that up just so that we can be accommodating a po-
tential enemy? It is a terrible thing to work in many of these build-
ings scattered over the city. Maybe if a bomb is dropped in Washing-
ton or in this area, the District, it will destroy everything, but cer-
tainly we are rendering a great service to our potential enemies when
we concentrate all of our intelligence efforts in one area.

Chairman Havyprx. If there are no further questions, we thank you,
Mr. Dulles.

Senator Crravez. If you will indulge me for a moment, I think the
Agency is absolutely needed.

Senator Dworsitax. T had by no way implied it was not needed.

Senator Cravez. My only point was that with respect to the criticism
of the location, I was wondering why the buildi ng could not be located
within the city of Washington and still serve the same purpose.

MEASURE OT' DISPERSAT,

Mr. Durees. In line with the general desirability for a certain
measure of dispersal in the modern world, the desirability of getting
as high a degree of security as we possibly can, we have felt aftor con-
sultation in high quarters that this measure of dispersal for this
particular building was the wisest move to make.

Senator Cravez. T can understand that and T appreciate it.

I have asked the General Services Administration, on my committee,
to furnish us with a list of all of the property that the Government.
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owns that could be utilized for anything, whether it be this Agency or
or any other agency, with the idea of utilizing that property without
going elsewhere.

T am sincere about this District of Columbia business. It is the seat
of government, to start with. All right; let them shoot. It ig still
the District of Columbia and the seat of government. We have so
much property here, so why go elsewhere? T do not say that you might
not be correct in the Langley, Va., area.

DWELLINGS FOR PERSONNEIL

Senator ErLenper. Mr. Dulles, does the Agency contemplate erect-
ing any dwellings, houses or quarters for any of the employees on this
125 acres?

Mr. Durrs. No, sir.

Senator Errmxper. It will be strictly for offices ?

Mr. Duttes. That is correct. We have no authorization for build-
ing dwellings or quarters for the personnel, so it could not be done
unless it were authorized.

Senator Cravez. I was under the impression that because they are
scattered all over the city, I could visualize the manpower that would
be lost if they had to report from one city to another. I am referring
to the man-hours that would be lost. ‘

Mr. Durtes. And money, too. It costs us about $3 million a year
extra, and that could be saved if we could house all of our people under
one roof, not counting the loss of time and efficiency which you have
referred to.

Senator Errnnper. You will probably cut down on the number of
employees; will you not ?

Mr. Durirs. We hope to. We believe that we can cut down on the
number of employees.

Senator Erirnper. I believe I will be around here for another 4
years, so I will want to compare this a little later.

CTA BUILDING LOCATION

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LANKFORD, A REPRESENTATIVE
"IN CONGRESS FRCM THE STATE OF MARYLAND

OPPOSITION TO APPROPRIATION

Representative Lanxrorn. Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee to
present my views on the matter of an appropriation for the construc-
tion of a headgquarters building for the Central Intelligence Agency
at Langley, Va.

I am vigorously opposed to this appropriation because I feel that
the construction of the proposed building at Langley, Va., would re-
sult in a ridiculous waste of millions of dollars of taxpayers’ money.
If the proposed headquarters building is built at the site selected in
Langley, Va., there will be need for over $30 million in additional
funds to construct neccssary roads to the site and to build another
bridge across the Potomac or to increase the capacity of the existing
bridges to take care of the greatly increased traflic across the river that
such a new installation would create.
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I might point out here parenthetically that the chart, which Mr,
Dulles and Colonel White had, showed that 68 percent of the em-
ployees live on the opposite side of the river from the proposed site.

In addition, funds will be needed for a water-supply system and
sewage-treatment facilities which are not now available at the Lang-
ley, Va., site.

There. are many sites in the Washington area that comply, better
than Langley, with criteria set up by CIA itself. Consfruction of
the installation at any of these sites would save the American people
many millions of dollars.

PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY, MD., SITE

One such location is owned by the United States and is located
practically at the doorway to the Capital, at Edmonston and Good
Liuck Roads, near Riverdale, Prince Georges County, Md., which is
in my district.

This tract has met all the criteria laid down by the CTA and would
not need any additional construction of roads to meet the particular
criteria for accessibility.

In addition, utilities are now available at this site which are not
at the site in Langley, Va. Furthermore, the land is owned by the
Goverhment and it has been determined that the site is immediately
available. : .

In addition to saving the taxpayers millions of dollars, construction
of the CTA headquarters at the Good Luck Road tract would make
the headquarters more convenient for a majority of the 8,000 CIA
employees who, it has been determined, live in northwest Washing-
ton and in nearby Maryland. This site is one over which there is
no controversy by the residents of nearby communities or the county
governmental body and location of the headquarters here would not
disrupt the nearby neighborhood as would location of the building
at Langley, Va. S

_ PLANNING AND CIVIC ASSOCIATION VIEWS

. The December 1955 issue of Planning and Civil Comment, the offi-
cial publication of the American Planning and Civie Association
and the National Conference on State Parks, has this to say of the
choice of Langley, Va., for the CTA headquarters ~

However, in the city of Washington the location of new Federal buildings in-
volves a process of conforming to the comprehensive plan and coordinating with
citywide: utilities. Under the dispersal plan adopted for defense purposes, and
in the location of Federal buildings in the metropolitan area around ‘Washing-
ton, there are in the existing communities many planning decisions to be
reached. It is not simply a matter of the Federal agency deciding where it -
would like to be located regardless of the impact on the commnnity. And when
the agency is a large one which may employ some 10,000 persons, there should
be taken into consideration the existing and potential access roads and bridges,
the availability of water, sewers, schools, and shopping conveniences. States
and counties are frequently in no financial position to provide these promptly
but, if a site can be found which does offer these facilities, there is no reason
for the Federal Government to undertake a large capital investment for a site
not so served. '

It i3 upon these principles that the committee of 100 on the Federal city of
the American Planning and Civie Association has opposed the location of the
Central Intelligence Agency at Langley, Va., where a community pattern for
gracious living has becn developed over a long period of years, where there are
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at present no adequate access roads and bridges, where, apparently, the pro-
ponents of the site are depending unduly on the building in the near future of the
George Washington Memorial Parkway for a use to which it should never be
gubjected. A parkway in hilly country iS not designed for maximum traffic
and is limited to passenger cars,. In any case, the parkway is authorized and
will be built when Congress appropriates the money, but it will not provide
the business access highway which the CIA evidently expects it to be.

If the CIA headquarters were to be located where the dispersal act would
indicate, the site would be further from Washington than any of those con-
gidered. But as a special dispensation Congress has authorized the ‘CIA to
choose a site nearer the White House. Since there are other sites which meet
all the criteria set up, there is no excuse for disrupting the Langley neighbor-
hood for taking over federally owned land that should be preserved as open
space and watershed cover, for jeopardizing the memorial parkway by subject-
ing it to punishing uses, and by forcing the Federal Government to assume
costs of utilities which there is little prospect that the State of Virginia or
the county of Fairfax will provide promptly. Cn Tl

Again, Mr. Chairman, I think it would be a wasteful use of the
taxpayers’ money to go to the expense of building bridges and roads
just so that the CIA headquarters could be located at angley, Va.
There are other sites available. There is one, as I say, in Prince
Georges County. I have talked to Colonel White about this at some
length. T asked him to please inspect this site, keeping in mind the
criteria which had been laid down by the CIA. _

When Colonel White went out to inspect it, he took into considera-
tion only those roads which were then in being and did not take into
consideration roads which were under construction. Therefore; he
ruled it out as being too far away, taking too long to get there.

I think if you were going to apply the same criteria to omne site,
then you must apply it to other sites. They are counting on having
the parkway built, and that is their access road. SR

Again, you have 68 percent of the employees who would have to
cross the Potomac River every day going to and from their employ-
ment, and you know what hottlenecks bridges are.

UTILITIES IN BEING

We have a site, Government-owned, with access roads under con-
struction and other roads planned which will give even better access
to the site with all utilities in being at the site. C

Chairman Hayprx, Were these representations made both to the
committee that authorized the construction of these buildings and the
adoption of this site and to the Appropriations Committee of the
House? .

Representative Lawkrorp. They were made to the Appropriations
Committee of the House, yes, sir. o

. Chairman Haypex. As I remember, Congress did this: We author-
ized something to be done, but we left the site for future selection so
that you did not have an opportunity to present the matter there.
However, you have made these representations to the ITouse committee.

Representative Lanrrorp. The House Appropriations Committee,

es, Sir. -

Y Mr. Chairman, I have with me Mr. Frank Fwing, who is president
“of the Prince Georges County Chamber of Commerce. o

May I make one more statement before I introduce Mr. Ewing. , The
CTA had these two gentlemen here make a study. C e

Mr. Duries. Mr, Rapuano is here if you want to have him make a
report.
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. Representative Lanxrorp, I read this report and the site which I
am proposing was dismissed with one short paragraph. I am com-
pletely ‘at a loss. The majority of the report was taken up with the
Langley site. The report was made after Mr. Dulles had expressed
his very definite preference for the Langley site. I am not drawing
any conclusions; 1 will let you draw your own as to that.

Now, I would like to introduce Mr-. Frank M. Ewing, president of the
Prince Georges County Chamber of Commerce. I think Mr. Ewing
has an interesting observation to make.

Chairman IaypeN. Do you have a prepared statement ?

PriNcs GEORGES COUNTY, Mp.,, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

_STATEMENT OF FRANK M., EWING, PRESIDENT
OPPOSITION TO TLANGLEY, VA., SITE

Mr. Towrng. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, if the CTA building is
built at Langley, it certainly is reasonable and, in fact, probable that
it will he necessary that these many millions of dollars be spent for
roads, bridges, utilities, et cetera.

Tt seems, however, that in the normal development of roads and
utilities that they depend one on another as a network and are de-
veloped for an overall community. It is true that for the number of
other sites mentioned by Mr. Lankford, the roads and utilities have
been developed and do exist as a long-term plan to serve the entire
community. , o

Wo need lots of roads in our country, and we need lots of sewerage
and water supply. There is a lot of work to be done in developing our
country. It seems to me that it is unreasonable for us to spend this
many millions of dollars for roads that are so badly needed, for sewer-
age and water extension that is needed for our overall use when they
will be developed to serve principally one installation. If that in-
stallation .could not be built and served with utilities which have a
general utility value, I would not question that, but the utilities and
roads do exist; they are sufficient to serve the CIA building at a num-
ber of other locations on Government-owned property, meeting the
criteria of CIA.

It seems, therefore, a waste of Federal funds to rebuild these util-
ities specifically for this building.

Thank you.

Representative Laxgrorn, If T may, sir, I would like Dr. T. B.
Symons, who is a member of the Prince Georges County Chamber
of Commerce to say just a few words. '

Chairman Haypexn. You may proceed, sir.

VPRINOE GrorgEs CoUNTY, Mp.,, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
STATEMENT OF DR. T. B. SYMONS, MEMBER
DESORIPTION OF PRINCE GEORGES TRACT

Mr. Symons. Gentlemen, we have been trying to present first to
the Agency representatives and then to the Congress the idea that
no personal interests are involved here with respect to the desir-
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ability of the site in Prince Georges County, and particularly the
site mentioned by Representative Lankford. .

As a member of the chamber of commerce, we surveyed the situa-
tion and came to the agreement that the site mentioned which con-
tains 100,000 acres surrounded by nothing that would be detrimental
to the Agency, permitting it to develop it as they would see fit. The
Baltimore Parkway runs through an edge of it. The Edmonston
Avenue Expressway which is now in the process of development to
Beltsville, and way beyond it, and other roads which have been cited
are available, R

Personally, it has been very difficult for me to believe that the
arguments of Mr. Dulles and Colonel White and associates, as well
as the Congress, can, in the best intentions and judgment, appro-
priate $20 million when they could save that amount of money with
sites that are now available.

The chamber of commerce acted very promptly in the matter.
The people of Prince Georges County and the board of county com-
missioners have been very favorable towards the possible selection
of a site in Prince Georges County and this particular site. I see
Mr. Fisher is here who represents the people at Langley. Before the
ITouse committee, he presented a very wonderful argument about the
objections of the people in that county.

Be that as it may, T am predicating it on the cold facts of neces-
sity, convenience, and ability of this site to suit the conditions of the
important agency that we believe will serve them adequately.

That is all.

We have Mr. Milke here who has worked for it at least 2 years.
He is 2 member of our committee. Will you not say a word about
the sitnation for ns? :

STATEMENT OF MR. MILKE

CRITERIA FOR SITE BELECTION

Mr. Mige. Mr. Chairraan and gentlemen, the whole thing that oc-
curred to me throughout these hearings on the desjrability of locating
in Langley or other locations is the fact that the officials of CTA made
the criteria which they set down apply very strictly to all locations
other than Langley. However, the only locations that these criteria
were not applied to, as far as existing roads and the like were con-
cerned, was Langley. T still think that that was not a very fair way
to appraise the entire Washington area.

Thank you very much.

CIA BUILDING LOCATION

STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA

SUPPORT OF LANGLEY, VA., SITE

Chairman Hayoen., You may proceed, Mr. Broyhill.
Representative BroymiirL. My name is Joel T. Broyhill, a Repre-
sentative in the Tlouse of Representatives from the 10th Congressional

District of Virginia.
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 Mr. Chairman, the Langley area for the proposed CIA building
is located in my district. In all deference to the previous spokesmen
and also to the other gentlemen to whom they referred, I represent
the people of Langley, Va., and I am here to support the request of
the Central Intelligence Agency for the appropriation of $49 million
to construct the building on that site. : -

Most of the things that T intended to say have been covered by the
CIA representatives, and in deference to the committee who, I know,
is very busy, I would like to make these three very brief points.

NEED FOR BUILDING

First of all, it has been agreed by everyone that there is an urgent
need for this building. The only thing I would like to cantion the
committee on is I hope no controversy ovér the actual location of the
building will delay its construction, because they are now located in
34 buildings; let alone the security aspects of it, certainly the efficiency
would be increased, and T understand they could actually operate the
CTA for $3 million a year less when all housed in one building.

Senator Dworsitak. Will the gentleman yield for just one question ?

Representative Brovirrr, Yes, sir.

Senator Dworsaak. How many buildings were they located in
before this new CIA agency was established? Did they have tents or
buildings? What were they operating from before?

Representative BrovirrLL. I do not know.

. Senator Dworsmax. If it is classified information, I will not ask
that.

REMOVAL OF TEMPORARY BUILDING

Representative Broyirr. Certainly the desirability of moving these
unsightly tempo buildings cannot be disputed. They have been there
for years. All of us want to get rid of them, and I hope a rider will
be attached to this bill, which, when CTA moves out, would prevent
any other Government agency from moving into them. I hope they
will then be torn down.

Insofar as the study of this location is concerned, I think it was
pretty well indicated in the authorization act last year, as well as the
appropriation of $5.5 million, that the building was going to be located
at Langley when you authorized $8.6 million for the extension of the
George Washington Memorial Parkway. Be that as it may, I can
assure the committee that the CTA and particularly Colonel White, the
Deputy Director, thoroughly explored every possible, feasible location
that was presented to them. Iivery governmental representative from
my area who had a suggestion of where this building could be located
was able to be heard by Colonel White. Even the speculators who
wanted to sell their land to CTA were received and considered thor-
oughly by Colonel White.

0, I do not think there should be any argument or criticism as to
how thoroughly or how impartially they went into all of the available
locations.

As to the argument of whether it should be located in the city or
suburb, I do not think there is any argument with my colleague, Mr.
Lankford, on that. Certainly with this, we recognize that the District
of Columbia, the Government, the area itself, is growing and several
other factors must be taken into consideration in the location of these
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buildings rather than just the geographical boundaries themselves.
Several of them were covered by Mr. Bulles a few minutes ago, the
parking facilities, the impact on the traflic, which is already congested
on many of the streets of the District of Columbia. ‘

The convenience and location of the employees, the convenience of
the Agency to other Government agencies with which they have to
work, as well as the particular design of the building itself, as was
pointed out here, must be taken into consideration. The building
that they have planned is a very austere building. If that building
had to be located in the District of Columbia on some city lot some-
where, the marble facing and things of that sort would cost several
millions of dollars more.

Insofar as the specific site itself is concerned, I heard the previous
witness here commenting on what the problem would be in State ot
Virginia. I feel I am a little more qualified to attest to that than he is.

COOPERATION OF FAIRFAX COUNTY

The county of Fairfax, the local community, the local governing
body as well as the State of Virginia, including the Governor of Vir-
ginia himself, has assured the Central Intelligence Agency of their
full cooperation in providing all necessary community facilities to
properly serve this building, mmcluding the construction of adequate
water facilities, sewer disposal facilities, and particularly highway
facilities, as well as school facilities.

Senator ELLENDER. At no cost to the Federal Government?

Representative Brovuur. At no cost to the Federal Government,

The only increase would be the George Washington Memorial High-
way which was authorized a number of years ago by Congress and
should have been constructed. T am glad to see the CIA come there
to help accelerate the construction of that much-needed highway.

Chairman Havpex. Will this George Washington Memorial Park-
way be for passenger automobiles only? Will the heavy trucks be off
of1t? What about. it now? ' .

Representative Broyirir. It was originally designed for a beauti-
ful scenic parkway. Of coure, you know that it is needed for the
actual use of traflic here today.” We need that extra facility now.
The George Washington Memorial Parkway that goes all the way
down to Mount Vernon is one of our major thoroughfares here today.
Tt serves two purposes—the need of traffic as well as being a scenic
highway.

PARKWAY LIMITED TO PASSENGER AUTOMOBILES

Chairman Haypex. Will the George Washington Memorial Park-
way between here and Mount Vernon accommodate trucks?

Representative Brovuinn. No, sir, just the ordinary traffic; no
trucks.

Chairman Havpex. I had heard that heavy-duty trucks would be
excluded from the parkway. )

Representative Brovrirr. That ismy understanding. i

Chairman Haypen. If the Central Intelligence Agency requires
heavy materials, how will trucks delivering that heavy material get
there?

Approved For Release 2003/04/17 : CIA-RDP80-01370R000500060005-6



Approved Fog RERi¥E2083/ 0HTOPBHRBPEd 01 3%@i000500080005-6

Representative Brovirir. There will be other highways and roads.
The State is going to improve and widen the roads which they main-
tain.

Chairman Iaypex. This will not be the sole approach, then? The
parkway will not be the sole approach?

Representative Brovmirr. No, sir. I doubt if you would need any
heavy trucks in this except during the actual construction of the build-
ing. "I do not know if they have heavy trucks going to CIA now
or not. :

SEWAGE FACILITIES

Senator Trve. Might I ask of the Congressman this question:
What sewer facilities are there now in the area? You said that there
would be ample sewerage disposal and those utilities furnished to
accommodate the CIA installation.

Representative DBroymin, They plan to construct them, Senator.
There are no sewer facilities in that particular area.

Senator Trve. What community exists that you could levy a tax
on or an assessment in order to raise the funds for sewerage disposal
just for the CIA building?

Representative Brovmirr. Of course, this is a county of Fairfax
activity. The board of supervisors themselves have assured the CIA
officials that they would provide the sewer facilities. Whether they
intend to float a bond or whether they have cash reserves at the mo-
ment, I do not know.

Senator Tayr. But it is not like a city. It isjust land with an occa-
sional private homeowner in the area or it is agricultural land which
is adjacent. Isthat correct?

Representative Broymurr. It is a residential arca. It is not quite
agricultural.

Senator Trryr. But there are some agricultural acres out there, are
there not? I am just trying to visualize what you are going to assess
in order to raise the funds for sewerage disposal and the school build-
ings and everything that you are going to offer as you made in your
statement. .

You made the statement that all of these things would be made
available. I was just trying to visualize who was going to bear the
assessment to cover these expenses that you said would be furnished.

Reprsentative Brovrrwi. That was my statement, but I was merely
conveying to the committee the assurance and the statement that had
been made by the local governing officials to the CIA officials.

Senator Trrye. That is what I was trying to get clearly in the
record so that when the site was being developed we would not be
confronted with the need here for additional highways and the need
for sewerage and sewerage disposal and those things that could na-
turally be expected as a part of the services to such an installation.

FINANCING OF SEWER LINES

Representative Brovuiir. The actual cost of sewer lines in a county
can be assessed against the property which it fronts when the owners
of the property tap in to use the sewers. '

Insofar as the disposal plant itself, unless they got it out of the
general revenue, they would have to float a bond issue. I would im-
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agine the assurance of the governing officials would be suffcient that
there will be no expense to the Government to provide water and
sewerage facilities as well as streets and roadways. T

. Senator ErLexper. T do not think there would be objection to put-
ting in the record that none of this money will be spent unless and
until those facilities are made available, ,

Representative Broyrir. I see no objection to that. L

Senator Errenper. An Important point raised by Mr. Lankford
went to that.

. Senator Dworsaak. You would not be coming back asking for ad-
ditional grants to help finance some of these facilities.

Representative Brovaie, I will come back and ask for them, but
maybe not necessarily for this particular thing.

With respect to the impact on the community, I am very much con-
cerned about the attitude of the people in that area. It is a quite
urban, semirural community, and this will have some bearing on.the
peaceful living of the community.

Senator Tryr. They are not all in support of you.

Representative Broyumr. T am particularly concerned from a po-
liticall standpoint that there is some disagreement between some of my
people.

Senator Dworsmax. Will it be quiet, in October over there?

Representative Broverrr, I think I am in good shape, but I am very
much concerned about this particular thing because, as I say, it is one
of my best precincts,

ecognizing any community that we go into with the construction
of a building that is large, it will have some effect on the community
and there will be some sound, legitimate objections to it.

SURVEY OF COMMUNITY ATTITUDE

I took it upon myself to explore the pros and cons out there as to

how the majority in that particular neighborhood felt. T have a
county questionnaire and a postage-paid postcard which I should like
to have made a part of the record.,

Chairman Haypen. That may be done.

(The questionnaire and posteard referred to follow :)

HoUSE 0F REPRESENTATIVES
Washington, D. C.

DEAr NEIGHROR: It has been my policy while serving as your Congressman to
frequently consult individuals and groups of individuals on matters of local,
State and National concern for opinions and often advice. This policy, on ocea”
sion, has been extended to all citizens of the 10th Congressional District of Vir-
ginia. You may recall a comprehensive questionnaire on major issues which
invited your expression on important matters. I deem it the duty of a Congress-
man to keep his finger on the pulse of his constituency in order that he may best
serve their interests.

At present two controversial issues directly affect the citizens of Fairfax
County. On these I again desire to seek the advice of you in Fairfax County
who are most directly concerned. I refer to the proposals to construct a second
national airport at Burke, Va., and a new office building for the Central Intelli-
gence Agency on the Bureau of Public Roads property at Langley, Va,

In reference to the Burke airport proposal, on the basis of a districtwide
questionnaire and opinions expressed by citizens and citizens groups, I an-
nounced my opposition to this proposal. As a result the Commerce Department
abandoned plans for the project.
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However, some say that sentiment has undergone a change. People who pre-
viously opposed location of a new national air terminal at Burke have urged
me to reexamine the entire matter. Organizations for and against the proposal
have been created and have presented convinecing arguments pro and con. The
pro group has talked of economic advantages—taxwise and businesswise—and
of a potential $30 million annual payroll. The con group, just as convineingly,
hag argued that an airport at Burke would redice property value, eliminate
property from tax rolls, and provide an intolerable nuisance to the community
and to the county. Both arguments have a high degree of validity. Undoubtedly
certain economic advantages would be present. But whether they would out-
weigh the disadvantages is highly debatable.

At the present moment I have not chariged my position in opposition to the
project. Ilowever, it is only fair to my constituents and in keeping with my
policy of consulting you, to determine once again your viewpoints. I feel thatl
‘should not take an adamant position; that my position should be in harmony
with that of my constituency, particularly when I know that the facts have been
made available to all.

With reference to the proposal to construct the Central Intelligence Agency
.office building at Langley, Va., there also appears to be a wide difference of
.opinion as to whether the building should be constructed in the Langley area.
In addition, there have been several locations in northern Virginia which have
been under consideration and have been very thoroughly surveyed. However, I
have been informed by the top officials of the Central Intelligency Agency that as
. result of these surveys, the only site in northern Virginia that will be considered
by the CIA is the Bureau of Public Roads property at Langley.

‘While I feel that the locatlon of this building in northern Virginia will be of
.economic advantage to the community as a whole, as well as accelerate the com-
pletion of the George Washington Memorial Parkway and the Cabin John Bridge,
I am not unmindful of the opposition by the citizens of the surrounding neigh-
borhood of Langley. There is, of course, quite a difference of opinion in the
surrounding area as to whether or not this consiruction would impose a serious
.change in the complexion of the residential neighborhood as well as creating an
additional traffic problem.

1t is my belief that the facts on both proposals have been well publicized and
ithe pros and cons well discussed by all citizens, Therefore, I am confident that
your expression indicated on the enclosed self-addressed postage-paid card will
give me an accurate consensus of the views of the citizens of Fairfax County.
There is enclosed a card for each legal resident at your address and these cards
have been divided into magisterial districts in order that the sentiments of the
citizens immediately surrounding each project may be given special consider-
ation. -

I will appreciate your returning the:enclosed eard immediately, as I feel a

decision must be made very soon on the CIA proposal. It is not necessary to sign

gée cta.r(}'.' If you wish to sign it, your name and vote will be kept strictly con-
ential.

1t is my hope that in this manner we can determine the majority opinions of
the citizens of Fairfax County. It is the only democratic process I know which
can resolve the issue. You are assured that your answer will help guide me in
my conscientious and continuing effort to reflect your viewpoint and the view-
point of every citizen of the 10th Congressional District regardless of political
affiliation.

T am a firm believer in the axiom that given light, the people will find their
own way.

Sincerely,

" Jorr, T. BROYHILL,
Member of Congress.

- Not printed at Government expense. Return postage pald by Congressman
Joel T. Broyhill, -
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FIRST CLASS
Permit No. 31053
(Sec. 34.9, PL:&R)
Arlington, Virginia

BUSINESS REPLY CARD

No Postage Necessary if Mailed in United States

— 3¢ POSTAGE WiILL BE PAID BY —

CONGRESSMAN JOEL T. BROYHILL
House of Representatives

‘Washington 25, D. C.

MT. VERNON MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT

Dear Congressman Broyhill:

My views on the issues discussed in your letter are as follows:

Fvor  Oppess  Opien  The construction of a second national airport

| O [0 ot Burke, Virginia.

Favor ~ Opposs  Opmon  The construction of a new office building for - |
N O [0  the Central Intelligence Agency on the Bureau

of Public Roads Property at Langley, Virginia.

(Signature is not required, however if signed, names will be kept confidentiaf)

‘Not printed at Government expense — return postage paid by Congressman Joel T. Broyhill,
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ProM THE OFrIck OF REPRESENTATIVE Jorr, T. BroYHILL, HOUSE OF REPRE-
SENTATIVES, WasTNeroN 25, D. C.

_ Representative Joel T. Broyhill (Republican of Virginia) today released the
final tabulation of ballots returned from his questionnaire on the proposed CIA
headquarters and a new national airport in Fairfax.

Fairfax County citizens voted overwhelmingly in favor of locating the Central
Intelligence Agency on the Bureau of Public Roads Property in Langley. The
vote was 7,702 to 1,881 with 922 indicating no opinion. The vote on the proposed
second national airport in the Burke-Woodyard-Springfield precincts was closer
as 5,544 voted in favor with 4,127 opposed and 834 no opinion, Since the question-
naire was mailed, the Department of Commerce has recommended to Congress
the joint use of Andrews Airbase with Burke listed as their second choice.

The questionnaire was mailed to all 35,286 voters in Fairfax who were reg-
istered prior to November 8, 1955. The return of 10,505 (30 percent) of the
ballot shows very high interest in these 2 proposed projects.

The tabulation of the ballots broken down into magisterial districts follows:

Signed and unsigned returns combined

Burke Airport CIA building
Favor Oppose opli\wln-(i’on TFavor Opposo opgsli)on
Centreville. .. - 599 233 49 737 89 66
Dranesville. - 1,172 743 446 1,789 517 b5
TFalls Churcl - 1,102 1,049 08 1, 697 318 234
Lee. oiaae- - 565 340 36 657 141 143
Mason. . _-—_ceeeen - 569 823 52 930 310 204
Mount Vernon.... 827 304 62 772 344 167
Providenee. oo coceimmeme e 710 545 91 1,120 162 64
Total 5, 544 4,127 834 7,702 1,881 922
. Tercent .079 179 088
Total mailed, 35,286.
Total returned, 10,506.
Percent.returned, .207.

RETURN TROM QUESTIONNAIRE

Representative Broymmr. One of the questions on the postcard
asked whether the residents were in favor or opposed to—
the -construction of a new office building for the Central Intelligence Agency on
the Bureau of Public Roads property at Langley, Va.

I received back a 30-percent return from that questionnaire, maybe
because it was a short question and also because the postage was paid,
but it was a 30-percent return which I think the members of the com-
mittee would assume was a pretty accurate cross gection of the views.

I would say the community was overwhelmingly in favor of this.
A return of 30 percent represents approximately 73.3 percent in favor
and 17.9 in opposition to it.

Tnsofar as the community itself is concerned, the only way I could
determine that was to take the magisterial district in which this prop-
erty was located. The returns from that showed 1,789 in favor of the
project and 517 in opposition which amounts to 314 to 1 in favor of
the location of CTA in that particular community.

Actually, like a lot of politicians, I like to straddle the fence occa-
sionally. I had to get off the fence on this one and go with the ma-
kority, and the majority is in favor of locating CIA in Langley even

v the people in that locality itself.
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ALEXANDRIA SITE

Senator DworsHAR. What happened to the Alexandria site?
Representative Broymirr. I had the people in Alexandria wanting-
it in Alexandria, and I had the people in Fairfax wanting it in Fair-
fax. Fora while there, I did straddle the fence. ‘
__Senator TryE., Then you furnished the CIA with the information
they listed here on page 4 relative to the percentage, the 73 percent
being shown in Fairfax County, voters in favor of this location ?
Representative Broymirr. Thatis correct,

ASSURANCES

Senator ErreNper. My, Dulles, has your Agency received the assur-
ances that Congressman Broyhill has stated ?

Mr. Dures. We have. :

Senator ELreNper. There would be no objection on your part if we
put in the report that, none of this money is to be spent unless you get
assurances of these facilities being furnished by the State of Virginia
‘or the county of Fairfax?

Mr. Duries. I would like to have Colonel White speak to that. =

Colonel Wmite, We have written assurances from the State of
Virginia, the Fairfax County Board, and the city of Falls Church.

Senator ErreNper, Theretfore, there would be 1o objection to put-
ting that in the report : J

FUNDS FOR SEWER CONSTRUCTION

Colonel Wrrre. Tt is also my understanding that the Fairfax Coun-
ty Board has $300,000 immediately available to undertake construetion
of sewerage facilities.

Chairman HavyprN. Thank you,

Do you have anything further, Representative Broyhili?

Representative Broymicr. No, sir.

Thank you very much.

Chairman Hayorw. There are some other gentlemen here who want
tobeheard. Nextwe have Mr. F. . Addison.

SECURITY BANK, WASHINGTON, D. C.
STATEMENT OF F. G. ADDISON, JR., PRESIDENT
LOCATION OF FEDERAL AGENCIES

Chairman Haypen. Do you have a prepared statement ?

Mr. Appisow. Yes, sir. It is a one- age statement and I have been
requested to have copies for the members of ‘the committee. ¥ think
perhaps by reading it, I would save time.

Chairman Haypen, Very well.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BANKERS ASSOCIATION RESOLUTION

Mr. AvpisoN. My name is F. G. Addison, Jr., president of Security
Bank, Washington, D. C. T appreciate your committee’s permission
to appear before you, as requested by the District of Columbia Bankers
Association, to present a resolution recently unanimously adopted by

Approved For Release 2003/04/17 : CIA-RDP80-01370R000500060005-6



Approved Forggpless 20431047, GIARRE 80 7ARP00500049905-6

the members of this association. I ask permission to read the resolu-
tion'and have it inserted in the records of this hearing.

The District of Columbia Bankers Association is deeply concerned
with the number of Federal agencies that have announced their inten-
tion of locating outside of the District of Columbia and feels that
the relocation of individual agencies should not be left to the head of
that agency but should follow a standard operating procedure for
Federal agency relocation.

The Constitution of the United States, article I, section 8, provides
that—

the Federal District shall be the seat of the Government of the United States—

and we feel there should be very compelling reasons before appropria-
tions are authorized for governmental agencies to be established out-
side of the District. The Federal payroll is cssential to the main-
tenance of the Capital City as the citizens of the United States would
want, not as a citizen of the District of Columbia desires,

The members of our association are proud to be serving in the Capi-
tal of the Nation and trust that consideration will be given by your
committee to the significance of the number of Federal agencies, and
their employees, being transferred from the District of Columbia.
These transfers and tho resulting loss of important contributors to
the economy of the city could be very far-reaching with disastrous
effects on the maintenance of the Nation’s Capital. We feel that
the Congress should eoncern itself with this problem to the extent of
adopting a policy that would require all buildings serving the execu-
tive branch of the Federal Government to be in the Nation’s Capital
unless the Congress passes upon the necessity of such buildings being
built outside of the District of Columbia.

POLICY ON LOCATION OF AGENCY BUILDINGS

Chairman Havoen. If I understand you correctly, you are saying
that there should be some policy established in regard to this matter.
What T think has impressed the Congress in recent years, at least, is
the idea that if all of the agencies were concentrated close to the Capital
and an atomic bomb should be exploded here, then the Government
would just be in no position to function at all. Therefore, there was a
strong movement here for a time, at least, to get these various agencies
away from Washington. I am not talking about just. in the nearby
Maryland and Virginia neighborhoods. T am really referring to
greater distances away, and that demand seems to have ceased. Asyet,
there has been no policymaking body established to look into the neces-
sities that you set forth here.

ESTARLTSHMENT OF POLICY

T think your suggestion is a wise one. I think the place where that
policy should originate is in the Senate Committee on Public Works.

Senator Chavez has indicated that he has adopted, maybe not in all
of the details, your point of view, so I think you would have a sym-
pathetic hearing there. My suggestion would be that the District
bankers draft some type of legislation that they would like to have
the Congress enact; that they ask for u hearing on it and take it up
ject, the Congress can consider it. Tt is very difficult simply to say
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with the Public Works Committee so that this poliey can be ironed out.

If the committee makes a recommendation fo Congress on that.sub-
that when one particular location is selected outside the District and
another agency of Government says, “We want to go out”—in each
one of those cases, the broad poli cy isnot considered. _

Is your organization prepared to come before g committee like the
Public Works Committee of the House and Senate with a plan and a
program that would result in such a study ¢

Mr. Appson. Senator, the resolution they adopted is one page long,
and I think it covers the basis of that. If 1 may, I would like to read
that and comment on your question if it is not covered. I believe it
18 covered,

CIA PERSONNEL

Senator Dworsriax. Would you yield at that point ?

I question the propriety of Mr. ‘Addison including in his prepared
statement an estimated figure of 8,000 employees. Do you realize the
consequences of this if a copy of this should fall into the hands of the
Soviet Embassy ?

I think Mr. Addison should be forewarned as to the propriety of
presenting a statement before this committee concerning CIA.

Mr. Appison. Tam a mathematician to the extent that when they say
that they are going to have 110 square feet per employee and they have
2,250,000 feet, T can pretty well arrive at that figure.

Senator Dworsmak. Maybe the Soviets cannot figure that out, and
I donot want you to furnish that information.

Mr. Avprson. I will withdraw the figure of 8,000.

Senator Dworstiax. You had better delete it.

Mr. Appison. Here are the statistics:

Federal civilian employces December 31, 1955

Central Intelligence._.__________________________ . )
Coast and Geodetic Survey___._________________ T TTTTTTTTT *892
Burean of Standavds___._____ ________________ "~ "TTTTmTTTT 3,167
Mount Alto, VA Tlospital ________________________~_""TTTTTmTmTTTTTT 635
Weather Bureau__. —— - B 2482
Atomic Energy Commission________________________ " "TTTTTTTTTTo 1,252
National Security Agency___________________ TS *)
Navy Department____._______ . __________ 594,202

Navy Building — e 10, 010

All other buildings and establishments________________________ - 14, 282

! Deleted for security purposes.

2 Feb. 29, 1956,

3 Not including employees at Suitland, Md.
: ‘lgﬁ'data available as to the number.

Source: Above statistics obtained from Civil Service Commission, General Services
Administration, and Veterans’ Administration.

EFFECT OF TRANSFERRING FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

I would like to call your attention to the next sentence :.

For every Federal employee leaving the District it can be safely
assumed that there would be a reduction in at least one other civilian
employee in the District and an average reduction of at least 3to4
District residents.
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That is the statement covering the resolution. However, at that
point, may I call your attention to how fast we are in this situation.
The figures for the first 5 months of 1956 show that one-family dwell-
ing units in the Distriet of Columbia were granted for 188 for a total
cost of $3,500,000. In the 5 counties surrounding Washington, 5,577
units were built for $72 million; 95 percent of every dwelling being
built is being built outside of the District of Columbia.

SHIFT 1IN POPULATION

When we taken those figures and find—I make reference to the
City of Washington in Trouble, U. S. News & World Report for July
6—it shows that in 1940 we had 474,000 white population; in 1950, we
increased it to 518,000, and 6 years later it has gone down to where
we have less white population in the city of Washington than we had
17 years ago. We now have in 1956, 465,000. We are reversing the
situation.

The colored have increased from 28 to 85 and now represent 45
percent of our population. That 45 percent shows that as to major
crimes, they committed 9,058 crimes as compared to the whites who
committed 2,016, Juveniles, 1,438 colored to 376 whites. Venereal
diseases, for gonorrhea among the white population, 19, and among the
colored, 811; for gonorrhea and syphilis, 639 white to 12,400 colored.

Now, we have a situation that makes us seriously present this reso-
lution to you and ask that it be made part of the record.

Cl}llairman Havpen., That will be done and we thank you very
much,

Mr. AppisoN. I thank you very much for the opportunity of ap-
pearing here today, sir.

(The resolution referred to follows:)

Whereas the District of Columbia Bankers Association has a prime interest
in the economic health and welfare of our local community and this welfare
depends almost exclusively on activities of the Federal Government which, di-
rectly or indirectly, sustain employment and purchasing power in the bulk of the
District economy ; and

‘Whereas it is of deep concern to the members of this association that a growing
number of Federal agencies have indicated their intention to move out of the
city, and of still greater concern is the fact that, in many cases, Federal oficials
would seem to be paying insufficient attention to economic and planning consid-
erations in relocating ; and

Whereas this is basically due to the fact that there presently exists no logical,
step-by-step relocation procedure, and, in relocating, agency heads are merely
supposed to contact the following authorities: Bureau of the Budget and Con-
gress on requested appropriations ; General Services Administration on planning
of buildings; National Capital Planning Commission on planning aspects of the
su%gested relocation; and Office of Defense Mobilization on civil defense phases;
an

Whereas officials charge that this process has grown haphazardly and is fol-
lowed in the same way, specifically, that many agency heads are apparently
unaware of the various clearances required in relocation, that clearances are
not sought in any logical order, and that planning agencies are often treated as i
merely rubber-stamp routine, and, that most serious of all, final responsibility
for relocation is left almost entirely up to each individual agency head; and

Whereas improvement of this situation must be made a top objective of our
associatlon if it is to fulfill its obligations to the community, the only lasting
solution must be to establish a standard operating procedure for Federal agency
relocation, with adequate authority to see it is enforced, Therefore, be it

Resolved, That :

(1) Our association exert every effort within its power to help secure the es-
tablishment of an orderly procedure for relocation of Federal agencies, and

(2) This effort include investigation of such specific alternatives as placing
ﬁngl authority for relocation within the Government Services Administration,
an
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(8) Members of our association stand ready to support whatever legislation
or executive directive may be needed to accomplish the goal of this resolution,
and

(4) They continue to give this effort their unstinting cooperation until a logical
and orderly procedure for Federal agency relocation is finally secured.

CIA BUILDING LOCATION

STATEMENT OF ROGER FISHER, LANGLEY, VA.
OPPOSITION TO SITE

Mr. Frsurr. My name is Roger Fisher. I am a resident of the
Langley-McLean area. 1 am one of those to whom Mr. Broyhill
referred as not supporting his position. He represents us, but I do
not think it is an open question as to how this should be handled.

T am here in behalf of some 700 of my neighbors who signed a peti-
tior(l1 opposing the construction of any large office building on this
Iand. ’

I find it hard to know where to begin, and T believe that the Agency
has decided where they want to go, and I feel that they have failed to
present you with a balanced picture. I believe it is perhaps not delib-
erate, but it perhaps demonstrates the old maxim of the corrosive
effects of power.

I would like to summarize the background of this and comment on
particular points which have been covered already by the Agency
and by other speakers here.

Chairman Haypex. Will you be as brief as you can, please? We
have other witnesses who would like to be heard today.

Mr. Fisuer. 1 shall try to be brief.

I am speaking not only in my own behalf but on behalf of other
residents of the area.

Senator DworsaAR. How many do you speak for?

Mr. Fismer, T will show you.

Senator Dworsax. Never mind.

Mr. Frsuer. This is a map of the section of Ifairfax County. The
proposed site is marked “X.” Each one signing the petition is repre-
sented by a pin in that map, living in the Langley area out be-
yond——

Senator Errrxper. That is out of how many in that area?

Mr. Fisuer. The bulk of ours is around the site.

Senator ErrenpeEr. What percentage of the population there does
that show?

Mr. Frsugr. I donot show

Senator Dworsaak. Would it be 10, 20, 30, or 40 percent ?

Mr. Fisarr. We asked 50 percent when seeking the petition. There
has been an opposition petition circulated later which had 2,300 names
of people “who were not opposed to the site.” They used paid solici-
tors—a dollar an hour plus a nickel a name. They did all right.
They went all over the county.

I represent a substantial group. We think it is not to protect us
but it is also for the protection of the Government’s interest.

The most shocking thing that was not brought out clearly was
this is not a proposal to locate CIA under one roof. It is a proposal
to put them in 12 buildings, 11 of which are in the District and one
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which is at Langley. The notice served notice to come back next
year and ask for money to put them in the building next year. This
will leave them with 11 permanent buildings with employees in the
District. They will not be ready to let their contracts until April
or May of next year. They have $5.5 million for planning purposes.
I suggest that you do not give them any money until they come in
with a project as a whole. ,

Chairman IIaypex. Did you make these representations to the
House of Representatives? :

Mr. Fisnur, I did not understand those facts. It was executive
session. Those facts were testified to indirectly by the Agency. I did
not have a chance to make those points.

The construction costs have gone up 5 percent. The cost of CIA’s
building has gone up 22 percent with respect to locating at Langley.

HTISTORY OF BUILDING PLANNING

The story starts in 1954 when Mr. Dulles requested permission
from the Dispersal Branch to locate in the District of Columbia
where he had thought the Agency should be located. There was quite
a fight over dispersal and they compromised. I think it was an un-
fortunate compromise. When you hit a fork in a road, and you
cannot-go right or left, then you compromise. They have the draw-
backs of getting out of the District. They did not go far enough to
be beyond bombing damage. ’

In April of 1955, the Agency considered about seven sites at that
time. They notified the Planning Commission that the Langley site
had so many problems connected with it that they would not con-
sider requesting authorization for the parkway to go out to that site.
They had abandoned consideration of the Langley site.

That letter was publicized to the effect that Langley was no longer
being considered and that they would not request authorization for
the parkway. Contrary to that letter, CIA did request authoriza-
tion for the parkway in executive session. We found that the Lang-
ley site was included in the authorization when it was released July
1 of last year. ‘

At that time, before this committee, Mr. Dulles testified that
personally he would prefer to build a building in the District of
Columbia, but there was a decision of the executive branch which
precluded this, primarily because of the traflic conditions involved
in the District of Columbia. The executive branch decision was
apparently based on its compromise over the acceptance of the com-
promisé regulations. ) ,

The committees of Congress, both in the House and Senate, and the
Appropriations Committee and the conference committee all stated
that they were not precluding or adopting any one particular site.
They suggested that further study be made. Rather than turn to the
National Capital Park and Planning Commission to which agency, by
statute, they should “look to as the central planning agency,” they
hired private planners and did further studies on their own. They
came in to the Planning Commission with a recommended site. The
staff report recommended against it. The National Capital Park and
Planning Commission in rather a strong report disapproved the Lang-
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ley site in December. I say disapproved. That has not been men-
tioned to you or called to your attention by the Agency. The vote
was a close one. Two Government employees, members of the Com-
mission, representing the Agency, failed to support the Langley site.

At the next subsequent meeting, CIA requested reconsideration by
the Planning Commission, as they are authorized to do, and those two
Government employees were replaced by two other individuals at the
next meeting. CIA obtained an affirmafive vote. No one else changed
their minds. Those two votes were the only two that were changed.
They did not wait until they had the report prepared. They came
in and said, “We want a vote.” o

The vote was held and the report and subsequent study were held
after that. :

CIA has told you that the National Park and Planning Council
and the Capital Park and Planning Commission have approved this
site by divided votes. They have not told you that it was the unan-
imous opinion—I believe I am correct in this—the unanimous opin-
ion of the National Capital Park and Planning Regional Council that
the Federal Government should assume additional liabilities with
regard to roads in the area.

BESOLUTION OF REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL

I would like to read a resolution by the Regional Planning Council
which adopted the resolution approving the site. This one resolu-
tion was adopted unanimously. The other was by a split vote of 5 to
3 as Mr. Dulles stated.

It reads as follows:

Resolved, The Council request the CIA in conjunction with its request for
appropriations ask for authorization and appropriations for the improvements
not yet committeed which relate to this development described in the report of
its Director ; mainly, Chain Bridge widening along with Canal Road and Weaver
Place improvement; Virginia Route 123 from the Parkway to Chain Bridge;
Glebe Road from Lee Highway to Chain Bridge; Parkway to Cabin John Bridge,
including the Cabin John Bridge; the George Washington Parkway which is
already committed. The Maryland side is not. The outer belt from Route 7
Virginia to United States Route 240 in Maryland.

-This was the unanimous request of the body of the roads that ought
to be asked for by CIA of this Appropriations Committee if they are
going to go to that site. CIA brings you the divided vote of the
approval of the Council and fails to mention that the Council con-
sidered that CIA should ask for these roads.

Chairman Haypen. Could you bring your remarks to a close? We
cannot stay here after 5 o’clock and I have a number of other witnesses
who would like to be heard.

Mr. Fisurr. The National Capital Park and Planning Commission
report equally recommended that these roads be built. The road cost
was estimated at some $30 million worth of roads and the required’
Federal share would be somewhere in the vicinity of $20 million.

VIRGINIA COMMITMENTS

The commitments by Virginia to which Senator Ellender referred as
to sewerage for the building itself—the District Engineer responsible
for the water supply for the District has said that it is necessary to
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obtain necessary comparable commitments re arding the treatment of
the development that will be expected. Eighty-seven percent of the
CIA emdployees shown on the map do not own their own homes. They
rent and they are a fairly fluid group, and they will move around.

We will have apartment buildings out there and everything else.

.© 'There are no commitments, no provisions to prevent shopping centers,
water pollution of the District water supply, and so on.

T am sorry that time does not permit me to go on. I would like to say
that CIA has not indicated to you that they p%an to take dedicated park
land in part, land that was given to the United States Government.
which I %elieve cannot legally be built upon without express approvai
of the Congress. This has been kept in the dark although the agency
has known about it, and I believe it would be illegal to put the office
building on thisland in any event. ‘

The District site which Mr. Dulles himself said he would prefer isa
site which is now being considered by the Planning Commission in the
District. If this committee will hold over the appropriation which is
not now needed, I think the problem can be settled to the satisfaction
of everyone, and you can throw Bre’r Rabbit into the briar patch where
he wants to be anyway. :

CTIA BUILDING LOCATION

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. NEILL PHILLIPS, UNITED STATES
o NAVY (RETIRED), WASHINGTON, D. C.

OPPOSITION TO BITE

Chairman Haypex. Our next witness is Mr. Robert L. Farr.

My, Pumres. Mr, Chairman, Mr. Farr is not here. I have a pre-
pared statement.

- My name is Neill Phillips, and Iam a resident of Washington, D. C.
1 am appearing as representative of the Progressive Citizens Associa-
tion of Georgetown (approximately 900 members) and the Audubon
Society of the District of Columbia (approximately 1,200 members
in the Greater VVashin%ton area). I have also been asked to speak
for the Middle States Division of the American Canoe Association.

Your comiittee has been asked to recommend an appropriation
of $49 million to build a mammoth CIA headquarters (approaching
the Pentagon in size) at Langley, Va., on a site with no present access
excopt a winding two-lane State road, and with no sewage facilities
whatever. S ‘

: GOST OF ROADS, BRIDGES, AND SIWAGE DISPOSAL

The cost of roads, bridges, and sewage disposal would be absolutely

colossal. Parenthetically, it might be impossible ever to solve the

sewage problem at the Langley site, no matter how much money were
spent, as I shall try to show later.

Without these access and sanitary facilities, a CIA headquarters at
Langley simply could not, function. The price of such improvements
should be considered just as much a part of the cost, as the price of
the CTA buildings themselves. T submit that it is entirely unrealistic

~ to talk about appropriating $49 million to build a CIA Langley head-

quarters when, in fact, the $49 million is only a part of that cost.
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I have studied the arguments and the pages to testimony on why
or why not to build CIA at Langley, and 1 find that the fact fairly

jumps out of even those lines of fine print that the pro-Langley plan
is very simple: ' '

Get money from Congress to put up the buildings, and then some-
how some Government department or agency will just simply have
to go to work and figure out how to solve access and sanitation prob-
lems and how to get appropriations from Congress to pay for them.

True, there have heen tentative plans put forth as to widening
roads and bridges and laying sewer mains, with rough estimates of
the cost. But even a superficial readi ng shows them to be vague and
generalized, with so many essential details not covered as to be un-
acceptable in a business sense, particularly when such enormous sums
are involved. '

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that it is wrong even to consider CIA’s
request for $49 million to build at Langley until and unless CTA.
also submits a request for appropriations to cover this other utterly
essential part of the job.

Now, the above reasoning would hold good even if Langley were an
ideal, or even a fairly practicable, site for CTA. But by all fair stand-
ards it is a tragically bad site. Believe me, my associates and I have
tried to be objective and have tried hard to find some cogent reasons
for CTA at Langley but, again, after going over and over the argu-
ments and testimony we can find only two real reasons advanced for it -

(1) It would be pleasant for CIA employees to work in park-
like surroundings with a river view.

(2) It would be good for real-estate people who could put up
housing developments and shopping centers nearby.

On the other hand, the arguments against CIA at Langley seem
overwhelming. I shall list them briefly before T close :

BEWAGE

(1) The Potomac is hideously polluted. Federal and State Gov-
ernments are beginning the Augean task of trying to clean it up. Yet
here is a proposal to put a junior Pentagon, with all those thousands of
people, on a bluff of the Potomac about one-half mile above the new
intake for the District water supply.

True, the local Virginia authorities have committed to provide
sewage facilities to the Langley CTA buildings, but so far as I can
ascertain, they have shown no plans as to what they are to do with the
effluvient except to dump it into the Potomac. And apparently there
are no plans or ideas at all as to what to do about sewage from all the
new communities that would spring up in the CIA area—a problem
that can reasonably be expected to grow as big as that of the CTA head-
quarters itself. And again, remember, all this in the immediate vicin-
ity of the intake of the District water supply.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that this is little short of a medieval ap-
proach to a grave health problem and is unacceptable by any modern:

standards.
BRIDGES

(2) Every day the press carries articles on where and how to build
more bridges, or whether to pay the enormous sums required to bore
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a tunnel in order to get the popnlation back and forth across the
Potomac, or to route traflic around and outside the District. All the
proposed plans are drawn up with the idea of just keeping traffic
moving for the population as it is at present distributed.
‘We all know that that alone is a problem of staggering magnitude.
«"  Yet, here we have a proposal to compound confusion by putting up a
vast CIA complex at a spot in every way situated so as to generate
more, much more, cross-river traflic.

DISTRICT TRAFFIC-

(3) A CIA spokesman before the House Appropriations Committee
in June estimated that—

a large pirt of the 37 percent—
of CIA traflic to Langley—

would find the Key Bridge probably more convenient than Chain Bridge or
Memorial Bridge.

If you go to either end of Chain Bridge, Virginia or Georgetown, at
the rush hour this afternoon and sce the pandemonium that exists, and
then try to picture what it would be like with “a large part of the
37 percent” of CIA traffic trying to get back and forth, I believe you
will be appalled.

No plans that T know of have been made to take care of this increased
traffic in the narrow environs of the Georgetown end of Chain Bridge,
and no such plans could be carried out without destroying much of
Georgetown’s present character and present property values,

A stmilar, or perhaps worse, situation would exist at Chain Bridge
which it is proposed to widen. Approaches are narrow and there are
numerous dead ends, True, the National Capital Regional Planning
Commission proposes improvements to Canal Road and Weaver Place
to serve Chain Bridge, at an estimated cost of $900,000.

I believe this estimate far too low for the size of the job. It is also
obvious that it does not take into account—as there is no account taken
in the case of Key Bridge—of the change in traflic patterns all over that
part of the District of Columbia within 2 or 8 miles of Key and Chain
Bridges that would result from the traffic flow engendered by a huge
CIA complex at Langley. :

IMPACT ON THE COMPREIIENSIVE PLAN

(4) This comprehensive plan was set up by the National and the
Regional Capital Planning Commissions to provide for orderly devel-
opment of the Nation’s Capital and its environs. Putting CIA at
Langley cuts directly across this plan and flouts its basic concepts,
as is plainly shown on page 2 of the National Capital Planning Com- -
mission’s report of March 2, 1956, to which I fully invite your
attention.

POTENTIAT, PARK LAND

(5) The proposed site of CIA at Langley is on a tract of land now

under the Bureaun of Public Reads, which has indicated it does not
need it.
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If there were no CTA at Langley, this tract would almost certainly
: become park land—for which it is ideally suited—in conjunction with
: the George Washington Memorial Highway, since it could be_ oc-
: cupied as-such under the Capper-Crampton Act. The tract is unique
| in being so near a big city and yet possessing so many natural blessings.
There are great stands of hardwoods, groves of flowering trees and -
E bushes, abundant wild flowers and ferns, many of them rare species,
beautiful river views and teeming bird and animal life. .«

In conjunction with the George Washington Memorial Highway it
could be made into a really fabulous park accessible to all the people.
Yet, it is proposed to shut it off for one Government agency and for-
ever destroy much of its unspoiled character with huge building
projects. ;

This tragic deed would run counter to the aims of every conserva-
tion organization in the country and would be an official negation by
the United States Government of every tenet of modern sociological
thinking which stresses the need of increasing open spaces for increas-
ing population. .

OTHER LOCATIONS FOR CTA ) [+

(6) T shall not take up any more of your time other timn to invite
attention to the several other proposed locations for CIA, in the north-
west section, in the new southwest redevelopment area, in the vieinity
of Alexandria and in the vicinity of the National Training School for
Boys; sites where most, if not all, of the deeply objectionable features
of the Langley site do not exist.

This matter of alternative sites has been covered in cogent detail by
the recommendations submitted to CTA by the Federal City Council.

Mr. Chairman, I can sum up my regrettably long testimony in a
few words: '

This plan of CIA at Langley is indigestible and uncooked. Yet it
has the most serious potential impact on the entire Distriet of Colum-
bia area. As hardheaded but, I believe, public-spirited citizens and
taxpayers, we urgently request that you recommend that appropria-
tions be held up until the present fuzzy picture is brought into a rea-
sonable focus justifying the outpouring of billions of dollars for CIA
at Langley.

Senator Dworstiak. I do not think you need to worry about sewage
disposal. That would be classified and you would not know where it
went anyway.

Mr. Pamues. I could claim it isin my drinking water.

CIA BUILDING LOCATION

STATEMENT OF R. M. SMITH

SUPPORT FOR LANGLEY, VA., SITE

. Mr. Smrra. I will make this very brief, Mr. Chairman; I would
Just like to leave this map around with the members of the committee,
I got a little confused myself at hearing all of these difficulties that
face Langley. .
I live at Langley, Va., and T thought I knew all about it. I run a
weekly newspaper out there. I know this site and cannot see hardly
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_any of these problems about which they speak. One speaker got as
high as $20 million on sewage. At least that was sent out in a letter.
%)f the county of Fairfax at this moment, there is cash in the bank
from a $20-million bond issue that they issued over a year ago, and
they have set that aside to take care of CIA. They have had the
engineers figure out how they are going to do it and they have com-
mitted themselves definitely to give that sewerage. They are taking
care of the factors above the outlet of the District water su]ﬁply, sol
just do not sce where, as far as the Government is concerned, the sewage
comes in. :

On the roads, I believe Mr, Fisher or someone was saying something
about many multimillions of dollars for roads. It is going to take
some roads, but the main part is taken care of,

In short, the main one required is the extension of the boulevard
which is part of this bill, so we know we have that. Under the new
highway bill that was just passed, the belt highway around Washing-
ton which cresses on Cabin John Bridge just above Langley has been

‘ made top priority by the State of Virginia under its urban roads

‘ national procram.

‘ T understend the Maryland part has been under consideration and
that there was a big-headline article in the Post a few weeks ago by
the Maryland Parks Commission roadman saying that they expected
to get started this year.

hairman ITaypex. Do you think the new highway takes care of
the road problem?

Mr. Ssrrir. Yes, sir; we have shown on this map the various roads
from Chain Bridge.

Chairman Havpen. The map cannot be included in the record but
the printed text which accompanies it may be included in the record.

* (The information referred to follows:)

Facrs AND LogIc PorNT T0 LANGLEY FOR THE CIA

“Tt seems clear that, all things considered, the CIA would be better able to
perform its functions from this location than from others under consideration,
and thig factor should, I believe, be controlling.”—Letter from the Director of
the CIA, Mr. Allen Dulles, to the United States Senate Appropriations Sub-
committee.

Look at the map above and you see why this 74l-acre tract of Government-
owned land at Langley, in Fairfax County, Va., is the right location for permanent
headquarters of the CIA. Let’s weigh these facts:

1. Tucked away in this huge acreage, the CIA will not disrupt the life of any
community. It will not impose excessive traffic on either Washington or any
suburban town. It will use only a small part of the big tract, and make pos-
gible the preservation of the rest in the natural charm we wish to see.

2. At this Langley site the CTA will be just across the Potomac from Northwest
Washington and adjoining Maryland communities—the area where two-thirds
of CIA employees are reported to live, It will be more accessible to the
majority than their present offices in downtowp .Washington—no need for any
CIA employee to UDTOO(;; :t_ns f.a:lmég ;xi)nm\%?syf&tglgéng %%a&%?ﬁt by the chotes of

3. Everybody who COT o lection will relieve downtown Washington of
Langley tor tfhe Glﬁélb’sﬁggzgnlésvsshicles used by CIA employees each mornmg
the burden of SEVEREL o ia si Dentagon were chosen, it woul
and evening.h " 133?1; Xll;f(:?ilgf Scléecsﬂﬂé]ﬁfnggieg woﬂgld have to drive thrm}gh
ﬁ%a;llggfytofeimwaed downtown Waspington traffic and add to the congestion.
t S 4. Adequate roads for the Langley site the George

i appropriated $2,500,000 to start .extenswn of the e %r‘xia s
A eway to Langley if that site is chosen by CIA, Virgl & Pto its Junetion
ing to dual-lane Chain Bridge Road (Route 123) from Langley )

E . 78089—56——49

-
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with the extended parkway by the time the CIA buildings would be complated. .
Money has already been appropriated to extend and grade Canal Road from
Chain Bridge to the Cabin John Bridge site. Other scheduled improvements
include the belt highway, with its Cabin John Bridge adjacent to the Langley
site, as shown on the above map.

5. Adequate water is pledged in writing by the city of Falls Church, which
is at the present time having the Army engineers install a 36-inch supply main
in the Little Falls Dam, almost immediately adjacent to the Langley site, as a
direct connection with Dalecarlia Reservoir.

6. Adequate sewers are pledged in writing by Fairfax County fo be ready by
the time the CIA Building can be completed, and funds are available from the
county’s $20 million sewer bonds.

7. CIA will be welcomed to Langley not only by the great majority of local
residents, but also by Fairfax County as a whole. The residents of the only
area which the Trairfax County Planning Commission designates as directly
affected by CIA, who own over 85 percent of the land, signed a statement for
the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee that they did not object to the move.
Several thousand other residents have filed a similar statement with the National
Capital Planning Commissicn. DBoth the Democratic and the Republican candi-
dates for Dranesville supervisor, 80 percent of whose constituents live near the
Langley site, have publicly favored CIA as their neighbor.

8. Others favoring the Langley site are the Fairfax County Planning Com-
mission; the chairman of the Fairfax County D'ark Authority; the Fairfax
County member of the National Capital Regional Planning Council; the Fair-
fax County Chamber of Commerce; Mayor Herman Tink, of Falls Churen; the
Forestville Grange; the Home and Community Club of Forestville; and other
groups.

The advantages of the Langley site for CIA are admirably summed up in the
following excerpt from Director Allen Dulles’ letter to the Senate Appropriations
Subcommittec :

“In view of Tangley’s easier accessibility to Agency employees, comparable
acecessibility to other Government agencies, far better security, and capacity for
expansion if necessary, it is considered by us to be the best of those sites under
consideration.”

Money . is ready to extend beautiful George Washington Memorial Parkway
upstream from Key Bridge and approaching Fairfax County.

Choice of the Langley site for CIA will speed the extension of this splendid
parkway, long overduc as a quick route for travel in this area.

Congress has voted $2.5 million to begin this extension and approved $6
million more for its completion to the Langley site, if chosen by CIA. Get CIA
~at Langley and you get the parkway.

McLeAN-LANGLEY Cr11zENS FoR THE CIA,
McLEAN, VA,
Ricmarp M. Smrrir, Chairman.

TRATFIC FLOW.

Mr. Smrrir. When you look at that road map and see the boulevard
and the extension up the river and see the Belt Highway which is now
immediately in the picture, and you see the extension of the Canal
Road on the District side which they are grading right this minute
from Canal Road up to Cabin John, plus now the Constitution Ave-
‘nue additional bridge, it seems that the flow of the employee traflic
on the boulevard and up to the boulevard down on the Marvland and
Virginia sides is just about as simple as it could possibly be, and it
islargely not in the flow of the present traffic. )

There is a good deal of talk about hurting the- neighborhood. The
county supervisors have just voted last week to put in a 1-acre zoning
1‘;3strlction tha;c you s«}se around the Langley tract. In fact, it goes
almost up to the &-mile area in which My, Fisher i ;

&oes almost up to his place. The county :ea{i’gie{t hrfe S'1 In fact, it
going to have to hold the zonine m tur oo Lsell that they are
2 g preture. They are putting in this
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1-acre minimum all around the site, and there is no commercial zoning
allowed in it at all. In fact, CIA has helped our zoning to be stronger
“rather than hurting it.

PROVISIONS TFOR UTILITIES

With respect to the water, the Government does not take care of it.
The city of Falls Church is running a 36-inch main right now across
Little Falls Dam which T would say is a quarter of a mile below the
site, and they have guaranteed to give the site the water.

The electric company has given assurance of electricity and the
telephone company has given its assurance of service.

So far as the Government is concerned, I can see where they have
to do absolutely nothing at all except what is in the natural appropria-
tion, the building plus the $8 million for the boulevard extension.

Senator Dworsmax, Where will they get their water. '

Mr. Sumrrir. They will get it from Dalecarlia. TFalls. Chureh is
connected to Dalecarlia.

Senator Dworsriax. Is there an adequate supply of water avail-
able to tale care of any potential neceds

Mr. Smrra. At Dalecarlia, thereis. Thatis the full District supply,
and at least Falls Church has been assured of that.

Serllator Dworsaag. This would be an added burden upon the water
supply.

Mr. Smrrm. It would be for that building, but it would be District
water even if you had it right here.

"Qenator Dworstiak. I do not want to put it in the District. I do
not want to put it anywhere.

Mr. Surrir. When I leave here, I will be at my home in 20 minutes
even during this traffic hour, so Mr. Addison and the people who think
we argmoving all of the employees away, losing the trade for the city—
they have nothing to worry about. We trade in the city. It is the
closest place to trade.

Senator FKarenper. You folks would not do what the District is
doing, making the people from all over the United States run the
Digtrict. '

We put up $20 million a year, aind I hope if we put up that structure
at Langley that the people around there will not, in time, make us
contribute toward helping to run the government of Langley or that
locality.

Mr. }éMITII. I am sure they will not. We have been paying our own
way all along and we expect to continue to do so.

Senator Errexper. But the Congress has, too, up to some time, but
we have so many Federal buildings here that are not on the tax rolls
that the people all over the country are contributing $20 million to-
ward the payment to operate the Federal Government here.

Chairman Haypen. Thank you for your statement.
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“ CIA BUILDING LOCATION

STATEMENT OF WALLACE CARPER

SUPPORT FOR LANGLEY, VA., LOCATION

Mr. Career. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my
name is Wallace Carper. I am an ex-member of the county board of
supervisors, having served for 20 years, and I was its chairman for
16 years.

I think T am in a position and have been for the past great many
years to say and to inform you of the general sentiment in our area.
I hear very few complaints about it and I have heard very few argu-
ments all during the time it was being so hotly discussed. I do not
have much to say because I didn’t know this meeting was coming up
until just a late hour, and T did not prepare any statement.

However, I can confirm what has been said by Mr. Smith and Con-
gressman Broyhill.

I thfink as far as the utilities are concerned, they have all been taken

care of.
. I think these officials have dealt as fairly as they could with the
county. I think the poll which Mr. Broyhill took is just about as
democratic as anything can be. By being democratic, that is how he
got elected.

The project, it was found, was favored by 1,789 and it was opposed
by 517. All of this property is in that district. That is a poll from the
people in that district and the people who would be affected by it.

If there are any questions that I can answer, I would be very glad
to do so.

Chairman Haypen. Thank you very much.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
INTERNATIONAT, TFISHERIES COMMISSIONS
LETTER FROM BENATOR POTTER ON SEA LAMPREY PROGRAM

Chairman Haypex. I will file for the record a letter I received from
Senator Potter urging allowance of the budget estimate of $620,000
requested for the sea lamprey research and control program.

(The communication referred to follows:)

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
July 6, 1956.
Hon. CArRL HAYDEN,
Chairman, Commitiee on Appropriations,
United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.

My DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Prior to leaving for Burope on official business, I
wish to register my full support of the 1957 supplemental budget request of the
Department of State for $620,000 in connection with the International Fisheries
Commissions,.

As you know, these funds are necessary to inaugurate the international sea
lamprey research and control program under the Great Lakes Fishery Com-
mission on July 1, 1956. The problem of eradicating the sea lamprey is of com-
pellinz urgency. This eel-like predator has destroyed the supply of trout and
whitefish in Lakes Huron and Michigan. By 1955 this menace had succeeded in
reducing the Lake Michigan trout catch by about 2 million pounds a year, and
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now threatens the very existence of Superior trout and whitefish fisheries. -This
“yampire eel” costs United States and Canadian fishermen more than $5 million
each year in trout alone.

The requested funds will bring about coordinated research efforts between
Canada and the United States to eliminate the sea lamprey and to find solutions

. to the numerous problems which are detrimental to the fishing industry. As a

result, the cost to the United States to accomplish these highly desirable and
necessary objectives will be less in the future than in the past. Because of the
cooperative effort with Canada, it will be possible for us to accomplish much
more for a smaller amount of money than has been required heretofore.

1 respectfully urge our committee to allow the budget request of the Depart-
ment of State in this matter.

Sincerely yours,
C1tARLES BE. POTTER.

Apvisory CoMMrrTrr oN WEATHER CONTROL

Chairman HaypeN. At this point, the formal appeal letter from the
Advisory Committee on Weather Control will be inserted in the record.
(The Ietter referred to follows:)

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON WEATHER CONTROL,
Washington, D. ., July 9, 1956.

Hon. CARr HAYDEN, .
Chuirman, Senate Appropriations Commitiee,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DrAr SENATOR HAYDEN; There is enclosed the appeal to your committee from

. the action of the Touse and its Appropriations Committee in completely denying

the estimate of $350,000 for financing the activities of the Advisory Committee on
Weather Control during fiscal year 1957.

At page 6 of House Report No. 2638 the Iouse Appropriations Committee states
that it feels that there is serious question as to whether or not the Advisory Com-
mittee’s continuation is necessary, and that legislation authorizing its extension
has not as yet been approved. In this connection, please note that both ITouses
of Congress and their respective legislative committee had already acted unani-
mousty 1 tavor of the legisiation authorizing the extension of the Advisory Com-
mittee on Weather Control at the time the committee’s report was issued and
the President signed this bill, 8. 2913, on July 9, 1956.

The enclosed justification for the requested amendment to IL. R. 12138 does
not reiterate the details of the full justification for the supplemental estimate of
appropriation for fiscal year 1957, already presented in-hearings before the House
and Senate Appropriations Committees. It is not our intention to burden either
your committee or the Senate and ITouse conferecs with reconsideration of the
detailed reasons for the appropriation requests they have already considered.
The appeal of the Advisory Committee on Weather Control is addressed only to
a summary of the reasons why we will not be able to complete our statutory mis-
sion by July 30, 1956, and, therefore, why it is necessary to ask for the restora-
tion of the full appropriation request to complete the assignment in the additional
2 years already granted by the Congress and approved by the President.

This Committee’s program to evaluate weather modification activities might
well develop into a significant eontribution to the solution of the serious water
resources problems and the suppression of hail and lightning in many States of
the Nation. It has the support of the administration, all the interested agencies
and the vitally concerned water users, - My opinion is that it would be a major
joss to our country if the continuity and completion of the work of this Com-
mittee were permitted to cease for lack of adequate appropriations.

Very sincerely yours,
Howarp T. OkvILLE, Chairman.
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AMENDMENT REQUESTED

On page 4, line 14, insert ;

“INDEPENDENT OFFICES
“ApvISORY COMMITMMEE ON WEATHER CONTROL
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

“For nccessary erpenses of the Advisory Committce on Weather Control,
established by the Act of August 13, 1953 (67 Stat. 559), as amended, including
services as authorized by section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. 8. C. 55a),
$350,000.”

HOUSE REPORT

“Salaries and expenses—The committee has denied the estimate of $350,000
for this activity, fecling that serious question exists as to whether or not its
continuation is necessary. In addition, legislation authorizing extension of the
Advisory Committee has not as yet been approved.” i

JUSTIFICATION
Authorization

Legislation authorizing the extension of the Advisory Committee on Westher
Control for another 2 years was approved without dissent by the legislative com-
mittees of both Houses of Congress (8. Rept. No. 1866 and H. Rept. No. 2424),
and passed by both the Senate and House unanimously. The final favoruble ac-
tion by the House on 8. 2913 was taken on July 2 prior to the issuance of the
report by the House Appropriations Committee, and the President signed the bill
into law on July 9, 1956.

Legislative History

The Advisory Committee on Weather Control was established after lengthy
congressional hearings between 1951 and 1953 demonstrated that farmers,
ranchers, electric utilities, municipalities, and other water users were annually
expending 3 to § million dollars on weather modification activities covering 10
percent of the land area of the Nation and, also, that there were no existing
private or public agencies willing or able to assume the responsibility of im-
partially evaluating these weather modification operations to find out if they were
actually producing favorable results. The existing agencies were primarily con-
cerned with weather forecasting, pure and basic research in cloud physics or com-
mercial cloud seeding.

Staffing difficulties

The act creating this Committee was approved August 13, 1953 ; funds were
not appropriated until almost a year later in July 1954 ; and the Committee was
not able to assemble a qualified scientific staff for such a small temporary agency
until Janunary 1955. The small staff of 15 scientific and administrative em-
ployees has had only about a year and a half to conduct evaluations of weather
modification activities. Assembling this staff was made possible only by obtain-
ing competent technical personnel on reimbursable loan from the permanent
agencies. The work of this small temporary group of employees is supported by
the technical and scientific advice and assistance of consultants from private
‘industry and the various universities and foundations. E

Status of evaluations

The Committee’s statistical evaluations show that cloud-seeding operations
during the cooler and moist seasons of the year in the mountainous areas of the
_Pacific Coast States produced average increases in precipitation ranging from.
9 to 17 percent above what was to be expected. The Committee’s physical evalua-
tions, designed to ascertain if there is physical evidence to support its statistical
evaluations, thus far, appear to have established that the silver iodide used for
cloud seeding does in fact get up into the clouds under similar conditions present
in the west coast cloud-seeding operations which were statistically evaluated.

Inability to apply present incomplete evaluations to all States

The Committee cannot, at this time, report to the President and the Congress
whether the same economically important results found in the west coast States
can be applied to the varied water-resources problems in other States of the
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Natien and under other physical circumstances. . In order to do so it must pave
the time and the money to statistically and physically evaluate weather modifica-
tiom activities in the mountainous areas of about 24 other States and the flat coun-
try of the remaining States.
I Mp’o'rtan_co of both physical and statistical cvaluation programs
. ITouse Report No. 603 and Senate Report No. 512 on fiscal year 1956 appropria-
. tions specifically recognized the need for the physical evaluation program as well
as the statistical evaluation program of the Committee. Approximately one-l}alf
of this year’s total request of $350,000 is to be devoted respectivély to the statisti-
cal evaluation program and the physical evaluation program. - .
Hunds required to complele assignment
“The Committee will be able to maintain the continuity of its data collection
and analysis and complete evaluations in the remaining major portion of the
Nation only if the full amount of this ycar’s budget request is appropriated.
Similarly, the full amount of the appropriation request will permit the Commit-
tee to further investigate the feasibility of cloud-seeding activities to suppress
hail and inhibit lighthing fires in the Nation’s forests. o :
Appropriation summary ) - .
Upon the completion of these studies and evaluations, the Committee will make
a final report to the Congress at the earliest practicable date and not later than
June 30, 1958, covering the entire country and all the scientific, economie, and
legal aspects of weather modification. The Committee's appropriations for the
fiscal 'vears 1955 and 1956 were $120,000 and $275,000, respectively. The budget
request for the Committee for this fiscal year, 1957, is $350,000. It is anticipated
that the fiscal year 1958 budget request will be somewhat lower than the one
for this year. - .
: Untrep Stares INFORMATION AGENCY
(See p. 475.)

. - Chairman Havypsw. I will insert the table referred to by Mr. Strei-
bert, Director of the United States Information Agency, in'his opening
statement.

- (The matter referred to follows:)

PrESIDENT’S SPrCIAL INTERNATIONAL ProaraM (No-YEar APPROPRIATION)
: SUMMARY TABLES

TABLE I.— Allocation of priar appropriations and fiscal year 1967 supplemental
I request: Effect of House commillee aclion

e Totsl Supple- »
- Appropri- | Appropri- ApProDri- ‘mental House
- By action agency ated, fiscal | ated, fiscal a%’mépto réquest, | committec | Decrease
. . year 18556 | year 1956 date fiscal year action
1967

Department of State ... ... $2, 250,000 | $2, 050, 000 | $4, 300,000 | $2, 700,000 | $2,000, 000 —$700, 000
Department of.Oommerce <---| 2,502,456 | 2,760,000 | 5,352,456 | 15 087,400 | 2,687,400 —3, 300, 000
.8, Information Agendy. ... 157, 544 190, 000 347, 544 312,600 |-._.. il ~312, 600
. Total appropriation..... 5,000,000 | 5,000,000 | 10,000,000 [ 9,000,000 | 4,687,400 —4, 312, 600

- t Includes $67,000 for activities of the Dopartment of Lablor.
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TapLe 2.—Status of appropriations as of June 30, 19656

Obligations Estimated
stimate
By action agency Tg;%ilo”]‘};"' unobligated -
1955 1956 Cumulative] balance
actual estimate total .

Department of State $4,300,000 | $1,820,403 | $2, 433,583 | $4,253,986 $46,014
Department of Commeorce.- - 5,352,456 | 1,760,421 | 3,230,579 | 8,000,000 352, 456
U. S, Information Agency. .. 347, 544 79, 455 159, 845 239, 300 108, 244
LA 10,000,000.| = 8,669,278 | 5,824,007 | 9,493,286 506, 714

TrEASURY DEPARTMENT

Chairman Haypex. I have received a letter from Acting Secretary
of the Treasury W. Randolph Burgess relating to his appearance be-
fore the committee on Thursday, July 5. The letter will be placed in
the record.

(The letter referred to follows:)

THE SECRELTARY OF THE TRCASURY,
Washington, July 12, 1956.
Hon. CArL HAYDEN,
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Commitice,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.

My DEAR Mr., CHaeMAN : Reference is made to.IL R. 12138, muking supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, which was reported
by the House Appropriations Committee on July 6, 1956. Of the 4 Treasury items
contained therein, 2 were recommended for approval in the full amount of the
estimates and the remaining 2 for the Division of Disbursement and the Internal

Revenue Service were recommended for reduction in the amounts of $100,000
and $380,000, respectively. :

The items in which reductions in the estimates were recommmended are related
to each other, since both are concerned with the refund of gasoline taxes to
farmers under the provisions of Public Law No. 466 of this Congress. In the
case of each of these estimates, the budget request was founded upon an estimated
volume of $5 million anticipated refunds per year. In reducing the amount re-
quested, the House Appropriations Committee, in its report accompanying the
bill, indicated that it was of the opinion that the estimated number of claims
indicated would not materialize. . )

In connection with the above, it should be noted that the estimates referred to
were based upon the best information available in this Department. The amdoiints
of the estimates were arrived at through the exercise of our best judgment based
upon this information. Tt now appears that the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, utilizing information available to it, has arrived at a different judgment.
Only time and actual experience will determine which judgment was more nearly
correct,

Under the circumstances, since we have no new evidence bearing on the matter
other than that presented to the House committee, please be advised that no pro-
test will be made of the proposed reductions in these two items and that we are
willing to abide by the judgment of the House Appropriations Committee in this
matter. The above decision should be aceepted, however, with the understanding
that if the original volume estimates hold up in actual experience, it may be
necessary to return at a later date for further consideration of additional funds.

Yours very truly,
W. Ravporpa BURGESS,
Acting Secretary of the Treasury.

CTIA. Buirping LocaTioN

Chairman Havoex. I have received a report regarding the status of
land acquisition in connection with the CIA building location which
will be placed in the record.

(The report referred to follows:)
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STATUS OF LAND ACQUISITION

(See p. 737)

1. As background information on the actual transfer of jurisdiction for the pur-
poses of construction of the building, it should be noted that there are currently
two agencies of the executive branch which have jurisdiction over the site in
fjuestion,

(@) The National Park Service hag jurisdiction over a 60-foot strip of

- land running through the site originally intended to provide access to the

George Washington Memorial Parkway for the benefit of the owners of the
Leiter estate. The Government eventually acquired title to the entire eLiter
estate, thus extinguishing the easement. The Park Service, in a letter to
this Agency of May 18, 1956, has stated :

“This service will declare the land involved as excess * * * as soon as a

: metes and bounds declaration is prepared by the Bureau of Public Roads
~+and clearance has been secured from the National Capital Planning Com-

. mission.”

) (b) The principal portion of the land concerned is under the jurisdiction
“of the Bureau of Public Roads, which has stated, in a letter dated February
21, 1955, that:

‘¢ * * the Bureau agrees to the release for use by your Agency of ap-
proximately 100 acres of the tract contingent upon an understanding with
respect to the required survey, the provision of a dividing fence, and other
pertinent considerations.”

Subsequently, in a letter of October 3, 1955, the Burean increased the area
to 140 acres.

2. Discussions have been held with the General Services Administration and
arrangements have been generally agreed upon for transfer of jurisdiction of the
1and concerned to the Agency in accordance with procedures as prescribed by law.

8. With respect to the 60-foot strip of land currently under the jurisdiction of
the National Park Service, the Service has applied to the National Capital Plan-
ning Commission for clearance of their proposed action in declaring the land
excess to Park Service needs. This is in accord with current Park Service prac-
tices. .

4. At the present time, the National Capital Planning Commission staff hag sent
forward mailed ballots to each of the members of the Commission reqiesting an
expression of their views. As you are aware, however, the National Capital
Planning Commission has already approved the location of our building on the
Langley site,

. Drstricr or Cornumera

LETTER ON AMENDMENTS REQUESTED

Chairman Hayoen. I have received a letter from the President of
the District of Columbia Board of Commissioners on the amendments
requested to the supplemental appropriation bill for 1957. This letter
will be placed in the record.

- (The communication follows:)

GGOVERNMENT OF TIE DISTRIOT OF COLUMIIA,
Berourivi OVFICE,
) Washington, D. C., July 11, 1956.
Hon. Carr, HAYDEN,
Chairman, Committec on Appropriations,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

-DEAR SENATOR ITAYDEN : Subsequent to the hearings on July 5, 1956, before
your committee on District of Columbia items included in the supplemental bill,
1957, the House reported the bill with reductions amounting to $2,083,706. The
-Commissioners have examined the items deleted by the House and respectfully
request favorable consideration by the Senate of the following restorations : '
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F'EDERAL PAYMENT

Restoration of $3 million—§23 million authorized by the District of Columbie
Revenue Act of 1956 B

The District of Columbia Revenue Acts of 1954 and 1956 .contemplated joint
participation between the Federal Government and the District government. By
virtue of these acts the local taxpayers assume an additional tax burden of ‘$24
million and the Federal Government $13.3 million. Any reduction in the Federal
payment is obviously unfair to the District of Coluihbia vesidents. ‘Attention
is invited to the House committee reports for 1956 and 1957. In 1956 the com-
mittee stated as follows: “Sound fiscal management yrovides for the establish-
ment of budget reserves.” In reporting the 1957 bill, the committee stated: “If
it were to approve the budget estimate the committee would be in the position
of recommending an appropriation of Federal funds to create a surplus in the
general fund of the District of Columbia.” The Commissioners feel that the Fed-
eral payment should not in any way be agsociated with the amount of unappro-
priated surplus that might be avaitable, and respectfully urge restoration of the
full $3 million Federal payment. .

OPERATING IIXPENSES

Department of General Administration, $8,990

This request pertains to a G:S-13 accountant to be used in installing moderit
accounting systems for the District of Columbia government. Lack of modern
accounting systems is seriously hampering management controi, and has been
criticized repeatedly by the General Accounting Office. ’

Department of Occupations and Professions, $3,200 ’ .
This request will provide one additional clerk, G8-3, to assist in keeping up
with the ever-incréaging workload of this Department, which regulates the licens-

ing of 20 different occupations and professions. Without this additional clerk the
workload of this Department will become progressively delinquent. C e

Metropolitan Police Departinent, $§136,200 (of which $17,000 shall be payable from
the highway fund) o
The amount requested to be restored is composed of $7,200 for the purchase of
6 automobiles, and $149,000 for additional policemen. In the case of the auto-
mobiles, these additional cars are required so that the police department can
operate in an efficient, economical manner, Lack of these additional vehicles
causes lost time on the part of police officers while they wait for repairs and alse
necessitates uneconomical types of vehicle repair work. The amount for police-
men would result in 28 additional man-years of employment. Although the re-
cruitment could possibly be delayed to make up this reduction, restoration would
be advantageous inasmuch as the extra money could be used to employ officers:
for an additional workday each week and thereby prevent crime.

Courts, $19,600

The Central Violations Bureau for which $19,600 restoration is recommended,
congists of 14 employees. The 6 employees involved in this amount would, it is
estimated, provide $200,000 additional revenue te the District of Columbia.
Without these employees the workload would lag and traffic law enforcement
will be seriously impeded.

Department of Public Health, $140,500

This propoged amendment involves $126,000 for increased salary of interns and
residents, and $14,500 for first-aid assistants for ambulance service. The Com-
missioners are empowered by law to fix rates. of interns and resident physicians,
and have done so. Tailure to provide appropriation will not only result in a
morale situation but will certainly interfere very materially with recruitment
for fiscal year 1958, which starts in September 1956 and must be completed in
February 1957. .

The Commissioners deem it necessary to have first-aid assistants in the ambu-
lance service, thereby relieving interns for more important duties in District of
Columbia General Hospital. ~Other cities are now doing this same thing because
of the shortage of interms.

National Guard, $4,100
Restoration is requested to bring the salary of the commanding general of the
Distriet of Columbia National Guard up to $11,600, The Commissioners feel that
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‘the full amount of this salary should be paid the commanding -geneﬁralnotwﬂh-
standing bis retirement pay. It is the Comissioners’ understanding that tlge
commanding general receives $6,513 per annum retirement pay and that this
amount can be retained by him under the law in addition to the salary proposed
by the Commissioners, A salary of less than $11,600 will make it diﬁ“ieult,_ if not
impossible, to recruit a qualified person for this duty when the present incum-
bent’s term expires.

CAPITAL OUTLAY

GENERAT. FUND

Fire boat, $100,000

The Commissioners deem it not desirable to repair the present fire boat. The
cost will be $60,000 for the present inadequate boat. They also consider it inad-
visable to attempt to cquip a small police patrol boat, which is designed for
patrol purposes only. Attention is invited to the fact that there is always the
possibility of water catastrophes necessiating fire-fighting equipment. The river
traffic is becoming increasingly heavy and the Commissioners would not want to
assume responsibility for not calling attention to the fact that they consider this
to be a very vital item, as far as the protection of life and property is concerned.

Site of repair shop and engine housc No., 7, $25,000

This item is required to purchase a site for these activities, which price was
set by the Redevelopment Land Agency. - Failure to obtain this site in the current
fiscal year will mean a delay of 1 year in the construction,

Children’s Center, dotention unit, $469,900

The IHouse committee in their report stated that the cost of this building was
excessive and suggested that the plans be revised with the objective of bringing
this cost estimate in line with the other projects at the Children’s Center.
Actually, this project is entirely different from other buildings at the center
inasmuch as it is to care for defective delinquents which require almost a
separate institution with a security system. We have recxamined the cost esti-
mate and feel that it is ag low as these conditions permit,

Youth Correctional Center, $550,000

The House committee stated that this delction resulted from the fact that there
wasg $600,000 still available from last year. This currently available amount
was for the purpose of installing utilities for this center. ITowever, after the
plans were almost completed, it was determined that it would be more economieal
to hold this money and enter into one contract for the entire center. If the
$550,000 is not restored, it will mean delay in the construction of a wunit of the
center and a probable increase in the cost of the deferred unit. If restoration
is approved, construction could start in November.
Sanitary scwcers, $100,000

The Commissioners are not advised as to the reason for the $100,000 reduction
in the sanitary sewer works program. Iailure to obtain this appropriation will
result in the delay of the very important pollution abatement program,

IPINANCIAL STATUS, GENERAT I'UND

If the Senate restores the items requested thut are payable from the general
fund the financial status will be as follows :

Surplus in bill as passed the ¥ouse (no reserve for contingencies) . -+$241, 880
Surplus in bill with Senate amendments requested ($3,000,000 Fed- :

eral payment and $1,000,000 reserve for contingencies) __________ -1, 276, 390
Surplus in bill with Senate amendments requested ($2,000,000 Fed-

eral payment and $1,000,000 rescrve for contingencies) ___._______ 4 276, 390
Surplus in bill with Senate amendments requested ($1,000,000 Fed-

eral payment and no reserve)__________ e _ + 276, 390
Deficit in bill with Senate amendments requested (no increased

Federal payment and no reserve)__________________ """ — . 723, 690

Theré_ is attached a summary of the reductions made by the IIouse and the
restorations recommended by the Comissioners to this. committee. :
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The Commissioners will greatly appreciate your favorable consideration of
these requests.
Sincerely yours,
RoBERT E. MCLAUGHLIN,
President, Board of Commissioners,
of District of Columbia.

The following items have been approved by the Commissioners for restorgtion
in supplemental bill, 1957 :

FEDERAL PAYMENT
It is recommended that the additional amount of $3 million authorized by the
Revenue Act of 1956, be requested.

Operating expenses (by departments)

Department Reduction | Restoration
recommended

Depariment of General Administration:
i Accounting.
Assessing.
Processing
‘Denartment of Occunations and Professions. ...
1(\]4 >tr'(;>politan Police ($17,000 payable from the highway fund)
ourts:
Central Violations Burcau

Domestic relations.________ 25,150
Departme=t of Public Health:
Dental Health Serviee_____.__ 9,415
Mental Health Service. 16, 254
Ringworm control_.._____ 4,785 .
Legal Psychiatrie Service.___. 13,756
Coordinated dental program._._ 30, 000

Salary increase for interms and residents. ... ... 126, 000

First-aid assistants for Ambulance Service. 14, 500
Department of Vehicles and Traffic.. - 3,175
National Guard 4, 100

L 438, 135 312, 590

The above recommended restorations are chargeable to the general fund with
the exception of $17,000 payable from the highway fund.

Capital outlay (by ilems)

Reductions Restoration recommended
Project
Total 1957 1958 Total 1957 1958
General fund: -
Fireboat________._.._ . .____________ $100,000 | $100,000 |...__.____ $100, 000 | $100,000 |._...._...
8ite, repair shop and cngine- house
No. 7 25, 000 25,000 |- eocaenns 25, 600 25,000 |-aooooo.
Operating suite, District of Columbia
General Hospital ____ ... ____ 8,000 | .. _.__.._ $8,000 |- oo
Glenn Dale Hospital:
Medical laboratory cxpenses.__ ... 77,000 T3000 | oo
Expansion surgical facilities___ 94, 000 94,000 |ocooeo oo |
Children’s Center, detention unit. ... 469,900 [ 269,900 [ 200,000 | 469, 900 269, 900
Junior Village, permanent improve-
ments. .. ... . .. 28, 000 28,000 | [ i
Recreation Department. ----| 46,671 46,671 || j Lyl
‘Youth Correetional Center._ -| 550,000 ¢ 275,000 | 275,000 | 550,000 275, 000 275, 000
Stormwater sewers....___.____________ 97, 000 97,000 | e
Total, general fund .. ____________.__ 1,495,571 11,012,571 | 483,000 (1,144,900 | 669, 900 475, 000
Sanitary sewerage works fund: Sanitary
SOWEI'S - o 100,000 |._.__..... 100,000 | 100,000 |._._.__.._ 100, 000
Total -l 1,595, 571 1,012,671 | 583,000 |1,244,900 | 669, 900 575, 000

Note.~If the above capltal outlay items are approved, additional language will be required.,
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Execurive Orrice oF THE PRESIDENT

Chairman Haypen. I have received an appeal letter from the Di-
rector, Bureau of the Budget, which will be placed in the record.
(The letter referred to follows:)

Bxecutivi OFFICE OF TIE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D, C., July 12, 1956,
Hon. WARREN (. MAGNUSON,
Ohairman, Subcommittee on I'ndependent Ofices and General Government
Matters, Commitiee on Appropriations, United Stwtes Senate, Washing-
ton, D. 0.

My DEAR Mr. CHalRMAN : In your consideration of chapter V of H. R. 12138.
there are two items dealing with the proposed 1957 supplemental appropriation.
for Bureau of the Budget, salaries and expenses, which I wish to call to your
attention: . .

(1) Page 15, line 9, change “$375,000” to “$405,000.”

The President in transmitting to the Speaker of the House of Representatives
the supplemental appropriation request tor fiscal year 1957 for the Bureau of
the Budget stated that:

‘% % the proposed appropriation represents a necessary step in carrying out
* % % fyurther improvements in executive branch budgeting, accounting, and
management * * * Kxpansion of the staff resources of the Bureau is needed in.
order that the Burcau may provide, on my behalf, more active central leadership
in the advancement of administration in the executive agencies.”

To carry out this program aimed at further improvement in executive branch.
budgeting, accounting, and management, a supplemental appropriation of $405,000-
for fiscal year 1957 for the Bureau of the Budget was requested. This was con-
sidered the minimum amount required to support the commencement of a modest
program which would permit the Burcau to accelerate its activities in the fields
of budgeting, accounting, and management. It was estimated that the sum of
$405,000 would provide sufficient funds to engage 15 additional accountants and
15 additional management specialists and to finance required supporting services.

It is desirable to stress at this point that in asking restoration of the re-
quested $405,000 as the minimum essential for the financing of the planned pro--
gram, emphasis should be placed on the fact that this amount is requested to.
permit the Bureau (1) to assist the agencies in working out sound and compre-
hensive accounting systems, with emphasis on support of budgeting activities,.
and (2) to effect, further improvement of agency management, especially by re-
views or surveys, which will serve to locate areas of inefficiency and overstaffing,
These improvements should be effected and a basis for sound administrative con-
trol established at the earliest possible date.

(2) Page 15, line 12, after “$110,000”, change the period to a comma and add
the following: “the limitation thereunder on the amount available for setvices
ag authorized by the Act of August 2, 1946, ig increased from ‘$20,000° to:
‘$25,000' and the maximum per diem rate for individuals serving pursuant to
gsaid Act is increased from ‘$50° to ‘$75°.”

In planning this program of improvement in agency budgeting, accounting,
and management, it was appreciated that with the small additional staff re-
quested, full-time staff specialists in all required phases could not be supported
within the limitation of the requested amount of $405,000. Thus an increase.
in the amount of funds which the Bureau could spend for consultants and experts
was requested. It appears to me that the restoration of the requested increase
of $5,000 in the total amount which the Bureau can expend for the services of
consultants and experts under this appropriation is desirable and essential. Thig
is true not only for proper effectuation of the planned budgeting, accounting, and
management improvement program but also from the point of view of efficient
staff utilization.

The language which was proposed for the 1957 suppleinental appropriation
provided authority to permit employment of consultants at rates not to exceed
§75 per day, an increase over the presently authorized $50-per-day rate. Thig
Increase was proposed in order to permit more adequate compensation for con-
sultants selected from among outstanding individuals in business and technical:
fields who are customarily reimbursed at rateg higher than can now be paid. The
Congress has in other instances authorized rates higher than $50 per day, par--
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ticularly for those agencies and activities having - frequent.need for technical

consultants.

The programs to be financed from this appropriation are of such a nature that
they will require the services of highly qualified technical experts compétent to
advise upon the solution of complex problems of budgeting, accounting, and man-
agement. Restoration of the requested authority to employ consultants under
the Bureau of the Budget “Salaries and expenses’” appropriation at rates not to .
exceed $75 per day is therefore respectfully requested. This authority should .
be helpful in bringing about more effective utilization of the appropriation.

Sincerely yours,
PERCIVAL BRUNDAGE, Director.

Mirrrary CoNsTrUcCTION, NAVY
(See p. 637)

Chairman Hayoex. The following is a list of projects included in
the 1957 authorization and in the funding program, but not included in
the House action, and also a list of projects approved for funding in
1956 and prior years by the Congress but not included in the Touse
action. This tabulation will be inserted in the record at this point.

(The matter referred to follows:)

MIr1TARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY
Projects included in the 1957 military construction authorization bill, H. R. 9893,
not upproved for funding in fiscol year 1957 by action of H. Rept. 2638 on H. R.
12138, restoration to funding program requested

STIPYARD FACILITIES, CONTINENTAL
In thousangs

Naval Shipyard, Boston, Mass.: Reconstruct drydock (A. and B.)_._. §1,072 .
Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, Wash. : Drydock (Aband B.) 1, 300
Harbor Defense Base, Norfolk, Va.: Barracks —— - 300
Naval Shipyard, San Francisco, Calif. : Drydock (A and BL) e 1, 300
Classified location : Harbor defense facilities v mmemc e 200

AVIATION FACILITIES, CONTINENTAL

Naval air training stations:

NAS, Glynco, Ga.: Turbojet engine test B 1763111 SN 170
NAAS, Kingsville, Tex.: Training building—— -+ -eeeemccumemv R, 592
NAS, Memphis, Tenn. : Turbojet engine test facility - —c e 170
NAAS, Whiting Field, Fla.: Land acquisition._ o —eeeeeoomme e 13
NAS, Atlantic City, N. J.: Radar air traffic control centetr .- 371
NAAS, Brown Field, Calif.:

Uil e — 200

Galley and messhall . e 300

Barracks U SO U 278

NAS, Brunswick, Maine:

Supply facilities - o — [ 385
Structural fire faecilities o 113
Enlisted men’s club — . . e — 300
BOQ With MeSS oo e o 462
Aircraft parking area_. - e 2,478
Communication facilities and access 1080 - 1,157
NAAS, Edenton, N. C.: Aviation facilities_ oo 13, 926
NAAS, Fl Centro, Calif:
TLand acquisition for runway extension_ .o 1
Turbojet engine test facility oo 170
Niland-Blythe 108 o oo oo m = 660
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I’roye(‘fs included in the 1957 military construction authorization bill, H. R. 9893,
not approved for funding in fiscal yeor 1957 by action of H. Rept. 2638 and H. R.

12138, restoration to funding program equested—Continued

Naval air training stations—Continued

NAT, Harvey oint, N. C.: LI thousands
Bmge unloading facility oo e $197
el storage e [ N 400
Refueling facilities oo 133
oAt OUS o e i 240
Seadrome lighting 150
Public works office and shop___.-__ o — 150
Nose hangar. .o [, . @ 100
UL S o e e e e 397

NAS, Jackson, IMla. : Radar air-traflic control center o~ 113

NAS, Key West, Fia.: Turbojet engine test Facility oo 170

NAS, Miramar, © alif.:
thht pfnth CleAT AN CO o o e 5, 000
Guided-missile faeility - 800

NAS, Norfolk, Va.: Turbojet engine test facility - oo 170

NAS, North Island, S8an Diego, Calif.: Tur bojet engine test facility__ 170

NAS, Quonset Point, R. L.:

Radar air- tmfﬁ(, control center e 304

Turbojet engine test facility - e 170

NAS Whidby Island, Wash.: Water-treatment plant.. . _____ 149

Olaqqlﬁed locations: anbmg EATZetS e e 1,030
Marine Corps air stations:

MCAS, Beaufort, 8. C.:
raining bank. . .o e 592
Combat training tank____.__ - — e ———————— 200
Theater_ e e ——— - 377
"Turbojet engine test facility__ ——— —— __ 170
Support squadron operation compound.. 197
‘Control squadron operation compound _________________________ 405
Tire station_ - o o 124
Iire and crash facility________ - — —— 113
Cold-storage warehouse ... _ e 342
Fuel-handling facilities_ e e 94

MCAS, Cherry Point, N. C.: Turbojet engine test facility_ . ________ 170

MCAS, Tl Toro, Calif.:

Water system modification__ . __ 180
Barracks - 1, 601
Infirmary and dental elinie___ - 1,186
Tactical arca development e ————— - - 2,724
Training building_______ N —e - 722
Fire and crash facilities.. - - _— 110
MCAS, Mojave, Calif.:
Gas distribution system 20
Sewage treatment plant - ———— 296
Training building_____ - - —— 325
‘Water system expansion I _ - I 166
Blectrical distribution system ——e — - 266
Steam plant and distribution systs\m _ — —— 785

NAS, Patuxent River, Md. : Turbojet engine test facﬂlty ____________ 170

N AMTC Point Mugu, Callf
Harbor facilities rehabilitation_. - 843
Submerged fuel transfer lines (4).. o 80
Enlisted men’s elub..ceeo o ___ e 128
Theater_ _— e 302
CPO Club._______ N - _— - - 159
Turbojet engine test facility —_—— . 170

NATTS, Trenton, N. J.: Altitude exhaust connection.____________ 128

OVERSEAS AVIATION FACILITIES
Naval Air Station, Baarber’s Point, Oahu T H.:
B AT RS e o e e e e 508

Turbojet engmo test facmty e ———— 272
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Projects included in the 1957 military construction authorization bill, H. R. 9893,
not approved for funding in fiscal year 1957 by action of H. Rept. 2638 and H. R.

12138, restoration to funding program requested—~Continued ) N
Naval air stations—Continued o
NAS, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba: In thousands
Telephone system ..___ — —— _— $335
Barracks__.__. ——— e i 723
Family housing: 8 semor, 17 Jumor 89 enlisted men____________ 2, 085 :
Radio facilities - —————— e .241
Utilities o o _— ——— _— 592
Recreation building.____ - _— e 358
MCAS, Raneohe Bay, T. H.:
Parachute loft___ . _._________._.__ o _— 80
Turbojet engine test facility —— PR 272
Naval Station, Kodiak, Alaska: Accesg road —_— 714
NAF, Port Lyautey, Freneh Morocco : Turbojet engine test fa(3111ty___ 221

NAVJJ. Station, S8angley Point, Philippine Islands: BOQ with mess._. 1,821
AEW No. 4, classified locations:

Supply facilities o __ - _-— 200
POL and distribution _— - _— — 253
"Publie works shops - - - 69
Utilities..__ — N 1, 329
Communications facilities -~ - - —— 69
NAS No. 3, AOA classified location :
BOQ with mess____._ e et e e e e e e e o e 343
Fire station_____ - [ 7141
Recreation facilities ———— 212
Aviation supply warehouse - ———— —— 125
Aviation ordnance shops______ . _______ .. 53 .
Ammunition storage_ . __ 195
Bore sighting range and compass rose___ o 75
Family housing._ - — - 2,103
Gatehouse and security building______ . - 5 .
Chapel and auditorium — — - 226
Marine Corps facilities:
MCSC, Albany, Ga.: NCO guarters and mess (open) ____.___________ 364
MCSC, Barstow, Calif.: Addition to preservation and packaging
building _— e e 26
Marine Corps Base, Gamp LeJeune, N. C. :
Heating f‘mlhmes — —_ - J 120
Support facilities__ - - — —— 2 187

Service school facilities:
Naval Training Center, Bainbridge, Md. : Recruit barracks and heat-

ing system (2d increment) - — 2, 569

Ordnance facilities :
NAD, Hingham, Mass.: Access road_ : 8
Yards and Doclks facilities : Replacement of damaged facmtles ______ 2, 000
Total _— - - ——- 69,945

MIiLITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY

1956 and prior year projects previously approved for funding by the Congress not
approved for funding in fiscal year 1957 by action of H. Rept. No. 2638 on H. R.

12138, restoration to funding program requested
In thousands

INleet activities, Yokosuka, Japan: Family housing__________________ $6, 540. 8
NAAS, Chase Field, Tex.:

Family housing_ ——— [, 540

Fueling stations —— - —— 284
NAS, Corpus Christie, Tex.: Fueling statlons _______________________ 269
NAS, Alameda, Calif.: Seadrome lighting_._.._ ——— 182
NAS, Brunswick, Maine: Composite approach lighting________________ 82
NAS, Cecil Field, Fla.:

Oxygen service and test building_____ - 137

High-intensity approach lighting.___ e e 160
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1956 and prior ycar projects previously approved for funding by the Congress not
approved for funding in fiscal year 1957 by action of H. Rept. No, 2638 on H. R.
12138, restoration to funding program requesied—Continued In th 2

k2 oUsaANadS

NAAS, Bdenton, N, €.: Family housing_ . ______________________ $1,421.5
NAS, Miramar, Calif.: High-intensity approach hghtmg ______________ 160
NAS, Moffett Field Gallf Composite approach lighting______________ 160
N AS, Norfolk, Va.: Flight test and transfer building. - 750
NAS, Oceana, Va.: High-intensity approach lighting 160
NAS, Quonset, R. 1.: Composite approach lighting__________________ 115
NAS, Whidbey Island, Wash. : Composite approach lighting__________ 138
NCAS, Cherry Point, N. C.: Composite approach lighting 182
MCAS, El Toro, Calif.: Composite approach lighting. 190
MCAS, Mojave, Calif.: Family housing 2,177. 4
NAS, South Weymouth, Masgs. : Radar test tower 270
Aviation, overseas:

NAS, Atsugi, Japan: Family housing 1,514.8
Supply facilities, overseas :

NBSC, Pearl IHarbor, T. H. : Drum reconditioning plant___..________ 172
Marine Corps facilities, overseas :

Fleet Marine Foree, Pacific: Camp facilities (3d increment) ._____ 6, 000

Ordnance facilities, continental :
Naval Ammunition Depot, Shumaker, Ark.: Barricaded transfer
AODO e e et et e e e e et e e s e e e e 765
Ordnance facilities, overseas:
Naval Ammunition Depot, Gahu, T. H. :
Yard, west Loch. — — 515
Lualualei__ —— 450
Medical facilities, continental :
NNMC, Bethesda, Md, ; Armed Forces Medical Library (A. and E.) 350
Communications facilities, overseas:

NRF, Kami Seya, Japan: Family howsing___________________. 2,439.7

Yards and Docks facilities, continental :
Various locations: Replacement of family housing_______________ 425. 8
Total. .- e e 26, 501. 0

Chairman Havpex. The committee will stand in recess until 10
o’clock tomorrow morning, at which time the committee will consider
the Mutual Securlty appropriation.

(Whereupon at 5 p. m., Wednesday, July 11, 1956, the hearings were
closed.)

78089—56——G50¢
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LIST OF WITNESSES

Abbey, Leonard B___.

Abramovitz, Max

Aderholdt, Lt. A, A_
Allen, James Co o mree

Amstadt, J. M -

Anderson, Arthur M

Anderson, Dr. Otis Li..__
Anderson, Rex A

Arey, Hawthorne__

Asher, Philip G____

Auld, David V

Babe, John J

Barney, Brig. Gen, Keith R ______...

Baron, Stuart T__

Bartlett, Dr, Kenneth A__ - -

Bartlett, B, Li____

Barton, John C

Basnight, Arvin O______
Batson, Douglas N

Bauer, Theodore J.

Beach, Robert P

Beardsley, Rear Adm. G, F -

Bennett, N. B____

Bigum, Maj. Alfred C.._

Brown, Robert W

Brownell, Dr. 8. M

Broyhill, ITIon. Joel T._

Brundage, Percival T

Bryant, Hon. Floyd 8

Burton, Hon. Harold IT

Brown, John C________
Cake, Gilbert I:

Cameron, D. E. A

Cannon, Julian F

Carper, Wallace

Christiansen, Milo I

Clemmer, Donald_.___..

Cogswell, Robert F
Colby, M. I

Colman, W. G

Corning, Dr. Hobart M_

Crouch, Edward C

Currie, John D__________

Daly, R. T

Davis, Hon. Chester R.

Dawson, Donald
Dinneny, James J

Dodson, James E

Douglas, Hon. James H

Dryden, Dr, Hugh L

Dubrow, Morgan D

Dulles, Allen W o e e
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Page
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Hiseman, N, J 133 :
Elbriek, C. Burke 437, 513
Estes, Thomas S 112, 130, 423
Evans, G. E 327 :
HEwing, Frank M. s iy e i p 753 3
Falck, Depue i AN N SIS I 67
Fentress, Carroll D 60
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Ferry, John M 650
Finueane, Dr. Daniel L 267
Fischelis, Robert P : 112, 129
Risher, Roger 766
Fleming, Robert V. 530
Floete, Franklin G- 112, 540
Fogler, Hon. Raymond H. . 616
Fredlund, R. R 112
Gailey, Maj. Gen. C. K 1
Garlock, Hon. Lyles___ — e 513, 650
Gatchell, I'. B_____ e e e e e e e 30
Givotovsky, V. T______ —— - 300
Golzé, A. R._______ - . - - 72
Gotschall, John C - _— _— 1
Graham, Thomas H —— 549
Grim, Wilbur H_____ —— —— . — - 423
Haldeman, Dr. Jack C _— o — — —— 177
Hanson, Arthur._ — _ — 129
Harbison, Joseph § e - U S 1 ‘
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